V0 ST UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
' REGION &
77 WEST JACKSCN BOULEVARD

CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590

Reply to the attention of
MR 14 10 WG-15]

Richard A. Powers, Chief

Water Division

Michigan Department of Environmental Management
- P.O. Box 30273

Lansing M1 48909-773

Dear Mr. Powers:

Enclosed is the final copy of the Fiscal Year (FY) 2001 Enforcement Verification (EV) Report
for the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ), Drinking Water and
Radiological Protection Division (DWRPD). The EV was conducted at MDEQ's Lansing offices
on March 19 through March 22, 2001. Responsibility for implementing the State’s drinking
water program was later transferred to MDEQ’s Water Division. The purpose of the EV was to
determine if the enforcement processes outlined in the Michigan Compliance Strategy and
enforcement flow charts were being followed; and to verify the accuracy and completeness of the
enforcement documentation in system files and computerized data bases, and compare this
information with information MDEQ reported to the Federal Safe Drinking Water Information
System. We have incorporated comments dated June 14, 2002, from Jim Cleland, then Chief,
DWRPD, and also comments dated October 17, 2002, from you in the final report.

The overall findings are contained in Section 5 of the report, Commendations and
Recommendations. The report also contains enforcement findings for each system in Appendix
B, and the list of uareported violations in Appendix C. We will follow-up with you on the major
recommendations.

We would again like to thank your staff for their helpfulness during our vigit, and in follow-up
communications. Please feel free to contact Tom Murphy of my staff at (312) 886-9546
regarding any assistance Region 5 could provide with your compliance and enforcement
activities

Sincerely yours,
. /s/ CHARLENE J. DENYS

Charlene Denys, Chief
Ground Water & Drinking Water Branch
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cc: Jim Cleland, Assistant Chief, Water Division, MDEQ
Bryce Feighner, Field Operations Section, MDEQ
Richard Sacks, Environmental Healih Services, MDEQ
Richard Overmyer, Chief, Noncommunity Unit, MDEQ
Dan Dettweiler, Noncommunity Unit, MDEQ
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1.0 INFTRODUCTION

On March 19 through March 22, 2001, the United States Environmental Protection Agency,
(U.S. EPA) Region 5, Ground Water Branch & Drinking Water Branch (GWDWB) conducted
the Fiscal Year (FY) 2001 Enforcement Verification (EV) audit of Michigan’s Public Water
System Supervision (PWSS) program at Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
(MDEQ), Drinking Water & Radiological Protection Division (DWRPD) Lansing offices. The
purpose of the EV was to determine if the enforcement process outlined in the Michigan
Compliance Strategy and enforcement flow charts were being followed, to verify the accuracy
and completeness of the enforcement documentation in system files and computerized data bases,
and to compare this information with the enforcement information that MDEQ reported to the
Federal Safe Drinking Water Information System (SDWIS).

Noncommunity water systems (NCWS), which include nontransient noncommunity water
systems (NTNCWS), and transient noncommunity water systems (TNCWS) in Genesee,
Jackson, and Qakland counties were reviewed. Mobile home park and nursing home community
water systems (CWS) were also included in the EV.

The EV focused on the following areas: Total Coliform Rule (TCR), nitrate, Lead and Copper
Rule (LCR), Phase 2/5 and public notice (PN) requirements. The EV also followed-up on
several issues from the 1994 EV, 1995 Data Verification (DV), and 1997 DV. [These follow-up
items included implementation, compliance tracking, and enforcement.of TCR; public notice
requirements at NCWSs by local health departments (LHDs) from the 1994 EV; Environmental
Health Services (EHS) TCR violation reporting accuracy from the 1995 DV; EHS adherence to
conditions for reducing monitoring frequencies under the TCR; timely private lab notification of
systems with positive bacteriological (bacti) samples to take repeat samples; and LLCR
compliance tracking, and enforcement action reporting from the 1997 DV.]

Specifically, the team reviewed a total of 72 system files, consisting of 21 CWSs (18 mobile
home parks, and 3 nursing homes) 12 NTNCWSs, and 39 NCWSs. In these files, the audit team
reviewed the enforcement follow-up and PN records for the following numbers and types of
contaminant violations: 23 TCR maximum contaminant level (MCL), 79 TCR monttoring and
reporting (M/R), 27 nitrate M/R, 10 LCR M/R, 2 gross alpha M/R, 2 inorganic contaminant M/R,
1 arsenic M/R, 1 cyanide M/R, and 1 VOC M/R. Tracking and enforcement of follow-up
activities that systems are required to perform after a lead action level exceedance were also
reviewed for 6 exceedances at 1 CWS and 3 NTNCWSs. Enforcement follow-up records for 2
Consumer Confidence Report (CCR) violations were also reviewed.

The above MCL, M/R, and CCR violations occurred between July, 1998 and June, 2000. The
lead action level exceedances occurred either during or before this period.



2.0 STATE ENFORCEMENT PROCESS AND ORGANIZATION
DWRPD

Michigan’s drinking water compliance program is centrally administered by the DWRPD.
Municipal and some non-municipal CWSs are overseen by the Field Operations Section. Mobile
home parks are overseen by Environmental Health Services (EHS) within the Environmental

* Health Division. Nursing homes are overseen by the Bureau of Health Care Facilities (BHCF)
within the Department of Consumer Industry Services (DCIS) through a Memorandum of
Understanding with DWRPD. The DWRPD’s Ground Water Supply Section, Noncommunity
Unit, oversees NCWSs through contracts with 43 LHDs.

EHS

The EHS Resource Analysts (RAs) in the Lansing office maintain separate bacti,
chemical/radiological, LCR, and Consumer CCR files for each system, which have copies of
letters sent to the system, PNs received from the system, etc. However, because reminder/fine
warning notices (R/FW), annual monitoring instruction letters, and other mass mailed notices
were filed in the main mobile home park file, not in RAs files, and many of the main files were
moved to the district offices (DOs) approximately 3 years ago as the result of a reorganization,
they were not available for review during the EV. Copies of other monitoring compliance related
correspondence and sampling results were filed in the RAs files prior to the reorganization, and
were therefore available for review during the EV. Since the reorganization, copies of all RAs
mailings have been filed in the RAs files, and copies sent to the DOs.

Sample results are filed in separate system contaminant files, except the bacti results are filedin a
central file. Positive bacti results are tracked on Positive Bacti Sampling Status Sheets filed in
ring binders, and the RAs maintain books for recording phone logs for all positive bacti samples
that occur in the areas assigned to them. Upon receiving positive routine bacti results, the RAs
instruct systems to take repeat samples by phone or fax, or if systems cannot be reached by
phone/fax, a letter is sent. The status sheets record the date and ID # of the original routine
positive, whether or not there was an MCL violation, and month of the violation. For MCL
violations, the following information is recorded: the dates the PN/boil water notice was issued
and lifted; telephone contacts with system (date/contact name); problem with system and remedy;
date/number/result of check samples; and if 5 routines were taken the following month. The
system must collect 4 consecutive negative follow-up samples before EHS can lift the boil water
notice. For positive routines that are not confirmed by positive repeat samples, (non-MCL
incidents), the same type of information is recorded, except that PN is not normally required.
Both MCL violations, and non-MCL incidents are not logged as “resolved” until 5 negative
routines samples are collected the following month.



All reported sample results are entered into an Access database system. The database is used to

~ generate violations using queries and to create the annual sampling letters. The database has
tracking screens for chemical/radiological and LCR monitoring schedules, sample locations and
sample results information. The Access database is used to track bacti results which includes the
following fields: date/number of samples; number of positive samples; fecal positive; purpose;
and comments. However, like the Positive Bacti Sampling Status Sheets filed in ring binders, it
does not include sample location.

The Lansing office receives sanitary survey reports from 2 of the 8 DOs. Sanitary survey reports
are filed in the MHP main files in the “vault” area with construction plans etc. These files were
not reviewed during the EV.

At Region 5's request, EHS provided the audit team with printouts from its Access database of
the sample results for the systems being reviewed by the audit team during the EV. Region 5
sent BHS a list of MIIPs that would be reviewed during the EV on March 16, 2001.

BHCF

BIICF does not have access to DWRPD’s T1 CWS database, and only recently started using its
own database. BHCF sends hard-copy lists of violations and enforcement actions to DWRPD for
entry into SDWIS/FED. Lab slips are still filed chronologically in the system correspondence
files. There are separate system correspondence files for each contaminant type.

On June 14, 2002, MDEQ advised Region 5 that, effective January 1, 2002, the Field Operations
Section of the Water Division (formerly the Drinking Water and Radiological Protection
Division) assumed oversight of public water systems previously handled by BHCF. Field
Operations Section staff had made contact with all health care facilities and were pursuing
education, compliance, and enforcement activitics where necessary.

LEHDs

Region 5 sent MDEQ a list of noncommunity systems in Genesee, Jackson, and Oakland that
would be reviewed during the EV to allow time for the LHDs to forward the files to the DWRPD
Lansing office. At Region 5's request, DWRPD included sample logs from LHD computer
systems or manual log books for the EV period of review.

A letter from Jackson CHD to Richard Overmyer, Chief, Noncommunity Unit regarding the EV
states, “Some lab results are documented by printout sheets of a data base. When the laboratory
at the Jackson County Health Department was closed in December, 1999, much of the data had
been kept in a Foxpro program, and this data base was erased. The only documentation
remaining was printouts of the data bases, and occasional lab copies.”




During the EV, the Chief, Noncommunity Unit provided the following information on LHD
follow-up procedures. LHDs generally will phone systems with a history of bacti problems after
a positive routine sample to instruct them on repeat sampling and proper chlorination procedures,
and send them a sample PN to post in case of an MCL violation. LHDs may also send systems
that use private labs a reminder letter to get repeat samples after a positive routine result is
received. For systems that do not have a history of problems, LHDs generally wait until they
collect repeat samples, and call or visit systems that get an MCL violation to provide instruction
- and assistance with investigation of the problem, elimination of defects, and chlorination. He
said 1t is important that the systems disinfect and flush the well properly, and only take check
samples when there is no detectible chlorine residual. The LHD leaves test kits (“pitlows™) for
testing chlorine residual, and instruct the operators on their use. The LHD may return to take
their own check samples. If the LHD’s samples are positive, but the system’s samples were
negative, the LHD will invalidate the system’s samples. He said systems often do not perform
the above steps correctly, so it is fairly common for systems to get positives when they take 5
routine samples the next month.

The August, 1991 (second edition) Noncommunity Public Water Supply Manual does not specify
where check samples should be collected. The NCWS program requires that systems that have
an MCL violation to collect check samples after they disinfect the system. A minimum of 2
consecutive negative check samples taken at least 8 hours apart are required. The NCWS
Response to Positives flow chart does not provide any information on check sampling or other
follow-up steps for MCL violations, other than PN requirements. During the EV, the Chief,
Noncommunity Unit advised that one check sample should be taken from a distribution tap and
the other from the raw water sample tap.

3.0 ENFORCEMENT FINDINGS
3.1 TCR MCL Vielation Follow-Up
3.1.1 Community Water Systems

The CWSs review included 18 MHPs overseen by EHS, and 3 nursing homes overseen by
BHCF. For TCR MCL violations, the EV team checked for the following: adherence to the
follow-up sampling and public notice requirements of 40 C.F.R. Sections 141.21 and 141.32;
MDEQ flow charts for response to positive bacti samples and timely and.appropriate action for
MCL violations at CWSs, and the EHS Positive Bacteria Response flow chart (Appendix A).

Specifically, the audit team checked for a State issued Notice of Violation (NOV) letter
instructing system to issue a PN/boil water notice using an example provided by the State, and a
signed copy of the PN/Boil water notice returned from the system. The audit team checked for
documentation of an investigation into the cause of the violation, any corrective actions taken,
possible chlorination of the well and/or system, and of 4 satisfactory consecutive negative check
samples collected before the system 1s returned to compliance. The audit team also checked for



documentation that the State notified the system it had returned to compliance and should lift the
PN/boil water notice, and collect 5 routine samples the next month. The audit team also looked
for: a return to compliance (SOX) date in SDWIS for the violation, a signed copy of the PN from
the system in the file, and laboratory results for 5 routine samples the next month. The EHS
NOV letters should instruct the system not to lift the notice until it collects 4 consecutive
negative check samples, and receives authorization from the EHS. The EV team also checked if
systems that had a positive routine sample were instructed to collect repeat samples, and that
systems that monitor quarterly were placed on monthly monitoring after they had an MCL
violation. '

Neither the “Coliform Samples” screen of the EHS sample results database or the Positive Bacti
Sampling Status Sheets filed in ring binders includes sampling location. Therefore, they can not
be used to track if systems are sampling from the correct locations for routine, repeat, or check
samples. Also, the audit team could not differentiate between the repeat samples that are
required after a positive routine sample from “check” samples taken to check the success of
system/well disinfection because they were all labeled as check samples in the coliform sample
results database.

See Appendix B for the audit team’s findings on how well procedures were followed for each
violation reviewed at the mobile home parks overseen by EHS (pages 1-16), and the nursing
homes overseen by BHCF (pages 16-19) included in the review.

3.1.1.1 EHS

The audit team reviewed enforcement follow-up to 8 TCR MCL violations at 7 MHPs. The audit
team found that EHS generally followed its procedures in all 8 cases.

‘However, there was little documentation in the files regarding investigation into the cause of the
MCL violation, corrective actions taken, and system disinfection before collecting the 4 negative
check samples that cleared the MCL. After the EV, EHS advised RS that this information is kept
in the DO files, not in the EHS, Lansing office files, because EHS field staff handle this side of
the investigation and follow-up. Also, while DO field staff send copies of sanitary reports to the
Lansing office, they do not send documentation related to the correction of the deficiencies noted
in sanitary survey reports.

The audit team made the folowing additional observations:

. EHS issued NOV letters for all 8 violations which required the system to post PN and to
send a signed/dated copy of the posting back to EHS.

. State return to compliance (SOX) dates were in SDWIS for all of the MCL violations.



Two instances where EHS notified systems they were no longer eligible for quarferly
sampling after they had an MCL violation in early 2000.

EHS includes a warning in its TCR MCL NOV letters that enforcement will be taken
against system’s manufactured housing community license if it fails to provide timely
PN.

Repeat samples were not taken at Lincoln Estates MHP (MI0040001) until 7 days after
the 6/15/98 routine positive sample, and 9 days after the 4/24/99 routine positive sample.
Repeat samples were not taken at University MHP #1 (MI10040324) until 7 days after the
8/8/00 routine positive.

EHS does not instruct systems to return a signed/dated copy of the boil water order
lifting notices it sends systems to post.

Copies of signed PNs from the system were not in the files for 2 MCL violations.

3.1.1.2 BHCF

The audit team reviewed follow-up to 2 TCR MCL violations at-1 nursing home. The audit team
found that BHCF generally followed its procedures for one of the MCL violations. The team
identified several issues with the second MCL violation. Details can be found in Appendix B.

The audit team made the following additional observations:

BHCF immediately places systems with bacti MCLs on boil water notices, and requires
provision of bottled water until the MCL is resolved.

The EV team determined from the file review and discussions with BHCF staff that
BHCF has been mistakenly implementing the requirement that systems take 5 routine
samples the next month following a positive bacti routine sample. BHCF staff said that
because their systems are on quarterly bacti monitoring, they instructed systems to take
these samples during the following quarter, rather than the following month as required.
[141.21(b)(5)]. ' '

BHCEF should have charged Glenwood Christian Nursing Home (MI10062658) with a
minor repeat M/R violation because 2 were taken from the wellhead instead of a
distribution system tap as required [141.21(b)(2)].

BHCF should have charged Glenwood Christian Nursing Home with a major routine M/R
violation because the 6/25/99 sample was taken at the kitchen well rather than a
distribution system tap as required [141.21(a)], and the CWS bacti MCL flow chart.



3.1.2 Noncommunity Water Systems Overseen by Contract LHDs

For TCR MCLs, the EV team checked for adherence to: follow-up sampling, and public notice
required by 40 C.F.R. Sections 141.21, and 141.32); MDEQ NCWS flow charts for response to
positive bacti samples, and timely and appropriate action for MCL violations (Appendix A); and
procedures for responding to positive bacteriological sample results outlined in the August, 1991
(second edition) Noncommunity Public Water Supply Manual (NC PWS Manual). Specifically,
the NC PWS Manual requires the LHDs to issue NOV letters that instruct systems to: notify its
customers about the violations, attach a sample PN, and require the system to return a
signed/dated copy of its PN; provide an alternative source of water; investigate to determine the
cause and take corrective actions needed; chlorinate the well after repairs are completed; and
resample until a minimum of 2 consecutive negative total coliform samples are taken at least 8
hours apart. The EV team also looked for documentation that systems were instructed to collect
repeat samples after they had a positive routine sample, as required by the NC PWS Manual.

The audit team also checked if one or more of the 4 repeat samples following a positive routine
sample were taken from the raw water sample tap as required by the NCWS Response to
Positives flow chart.

The audit team also checked for documentation that the LHD notified the system it returned to.
compliance, should discontinue precautionary measures (PM), (i.e., posting of PN, and providing
bottled water), and collect 5 routine samples the next month as required by the NC PWS Manual.
The audit team also checked the files for: a signed copy of the PN received from the system,
documentation of an investigation into the cause of the problem, as required by the NC PWS
Manual. The audit team also checked if a return to compliance (SOX) code and date were
entered into SDWIS for the violation, and if the system collected 5 routine samples the following
month. '

The audit team also checked if systems that monitor annually were placed on quarterly
monitoring after they had an MCL or M/R violation. The Chief, MDEQ, Water Supply Section,
Noncommunity Unit issued instructions to the LHDs for assigning total coliform monitoring
frequencies and documenting monitoring reductions in a 9/9/99 memo.

Handwritten Water Sample Result Logs in Genesee CHD system files do not have a place to
record sample location and do not differentiate between routine, repeat, and check samples.

Handwritten chronologies of sampling results and contacts with the system, posting, well
chlorination, return to compliance etc., were in most of the Jackson CHD system files. Also,
some lab results are documented by Jackson CHD lab database printouts that include sample
location. TCR routine, repeat, and check samples are not differentiated on these printouts.

The Qakland CHD lab database printouts that were in the files include sample location, but also
did not differentiate between routine, repeat, and check samples.



After the EV, MDEQ advised Region 5 that if sample locations are recorded by the sampler, they
are captured on the laboratory results form provided to the LHDs. However, typically, the
sampling log sheets provided for the EV may not contain the location information.

See Appendix B for audit team findings on how well procedures were followed for each violation
reviewed at systems located in Genesee (pages 19-38), Jackson (pages 39-53), and Oakland
(pages 54-80) Counties.

3.1.2.1 Genesee CHD

The audit team reviewed follow-up for 2 TCR MCL violations, 1 each at Doodle Bugs Daycare
(MI2521493) and Otisville Assembly of God (MI12520744). The audit team found that Genesee
CHD did not follow its procedures for these violations. The following problems were noted:

° The LHD did not issue NOV letters for the 2 violations reviewed. However, there were
signed copies of PNs the systems posted for these violations in the files. The LHD
apparently delivered the PN to Doodle Bugs Daycare during a site visit for the 7-9/98
TCR MCL, but this site visit is not documented well.

° There is no documentation that the Doodle Bugs Daycare was instructed to chlorinate the
well and take check samples. Also, this system was returned to compliance after the 7-
9/98 MCL violation based on 1 negative check sample, instead of 2 as required by the NC
PWS Manual. '

. There was no documentation of the LHD notifying these systems they were returned to
compliance, should lift PMs, and collect 5 routine samples the next month.

. Genesee CHD did not charge Otisville Assembly of God with a major routine M/R
violations even though the system was two months late in taking these samples.

The audit team made the following additional observations:

. Although outside the EV period of review, the MCL violation that began in 9/2000 at
Dutchmen’s Deli (MI2521111) was not resolved until 1/3/01. The LHD should consider
temporarily revoking system’s food license in such cases.

. There is no documentation in the files that the LHD notified Dutchmen’s Deli, Grand
Blanc Court Club (M12520179), or Affairs to Remember (MI2520899) to take 5 routine
samples the next month after the systems had a positive routine sample on 9/27/99,
3/29/00, and 3/8/00, respectively.



3.1.2.2 Jackson CHD

The audit team reviewed 5 NCWS files for follow-up to 6 TCR MCL violations. The audit team
found that Jackson CHD generally followed its procedures for 2 of the MCL violations. The
team found the following problems with the other violations:

NOV letters were not in the files for 4 of the TCR MCL violations at 3 systems {2 at
Beach Bar (MI3820042) and 1 each at Wildwood Acres Campground (MI3820084), and
Travel Lodge (M13820230). However, except for the 1-3/99 MCL violation at Beach
Bar, there was documentation in the file that the LHD took follow-up actions to protect
public health including calls, visits, or letters to instruct the systems regarding repeat
samples, posting PN, and well chlorination. A copy of a PN signed by the system and the
LHD was in the Beach Bar file for the 1-3/99 violation, and the system collected 2
negative check samples, and 5 routines the next month. The LHD also sent return to
compliance letters to the system for 2 of these violations. One of these letiers instructs
the system to take 5 routines samples the next month. There were copies of a signed PN
posted by the system or the LHD in the file for all 4 MCL violations.

However, MDEQ noted in its response to the draft EV Report that it did not ask the
LHDs for and, presumably, did not receive all documents from the files such as
information on site visits, meetings, telephone logs, field notes, permits, etc.

The audit team also reviewed LIID follow-up for the following TCR MCL violations that had not
been reported to SDWIS.

L3

An NOV letter was not in the file for the 7-9/98 TCR MCL violation at Deer Run Golf
Club (MI3820132) reported late to SDWIS. However, the LHD took follow-up actions to
protect public health. The LHD required the system to take repeat samples and post PN,
and sent a return to compliance letier after the system collected negative check samples.

Jackson CHD should have charged Deer Run Golf Club with a minor repeat M/R
violation because the system did not collect all the required repeat samples within 24
hours of being notified of the positive routine sample.

An NOV letter was not in the files, and apparently not issued for the 6/00 TCR MCL
violation at Waterloo Recreation Area (MI3820697) that should have been reported in
addition to the reported 4-6/00 TCR MCL. The system was on a monthly monitoring
schedule and required to collect 5 routine samples during June because it had been
cleared of an MCL violation by the LHD in May. There is no documentation that the
system was required to post PN for this violation. However, the file documents that the
well was chlorinated within approximately one week of the MCL violation. The system
had a positive check sample in July. The LHD sent the system a “sequence of events™



sheet on 7/24, and a return to compliance letter on 8/ 10/00 after the system collected 2
consecutive negative check samples.

The audit team made the following additional observations:

Very timely response to positive samples,

The 6/29/00 NOV letter to Pulaski Free Methodist Church instructs the system to collect
5 routine samples the next month from the well instead of a distribution system tap as
required by TCR, and does not instruct system to return a signed/dated copy of its PN.

Copies of signed/dated PNs from the systems were in the files for all 6 of the MCL
violations in SDWIS , and for 1 of the 2 MCL violations that had not been entered into
SDWIS.

-3.1.2.3 Qakland CHD

The audit team reviewed follow-up for a total of 5 TCR MCL violations (4 at Holly Recreation
Area (M16322161) and 1 at Highland Hills Christian School (MI6321476). The audit team found
that the Oakland CHD did not follow its procedures for any of these violations. The team found
the following problems with these violations:

For the 4 MCLs at Holly Recreation Area there was no documentation that the system
was chlorinated, and that public health was protected. Also, there was also no evidence
that a site visit was conducted during the nearly 2 years of repeated MCL violations.
Following the EV, MDEQ advised R5 that Oakland CHD assured them the pump handle
had been removed and PN was posted during the MCL violations. Also, MDEQ noted in
its response to the draft EV Report that it did not ask for and, presumably, did not receive
all documents from the files such as information on site visits, meetings, telephone logs,
field notes, permits, etc.

Also, the 5 positive routines taken at Holly Recreation Area on 4/29 were invalidated
incorrectly. In this case, where the State has substantial grounds to believe that a total
coliform positive result is due to a circumstance or condition which does not reflect water
quality in the distribution system, the invalidation must follow 40 C.F.R. Section
141.21(c) (iii). There was no documentation that the invalidation was approved by a
supervisor, and the system agreed to follow the LHD recommendation regarding
improved sampling technique as required by this Section.

For the 4-6/00 MCL violation at Highland Hills Christian School, the LHD’s 6/21/00
“Partial Return to Compliance Letter” incorrectly instructs the system that the bathroom
sink has returned to compliance, but not the kitchen tap, and that, except for the kitchen

_tap, water from all taps can be used for drinking and consumption purposes. DWRPD
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procedures for follow-up to TCR MCL violations do not allow systems to be partially
returned to compliance. The requisite number of consecutive satisfactory check samples
must be obtained using the results from all taps that are tested. There is no
documentation that 2 consecutive satisfactory check samples were ever obtained from the
kitchen tap.

The audit team made the following additional observations:

e NOV letters were issued for each.violation that required a system to post the enclosed PN
and return a signed/dated copy. A copy of a signed PN returned from the system were in
the files for 4 of the 5 violations.

. None of these repeat samples for the above positive routine sample were taken at the raw
water sample tap as required by the State NCWS protocol.

3.2 Monitoring and Reporting Violation Follow Up

DWRPD Noncommunity Unit staff advised that the 2/93 flow chart entitted MDPH (now
MDEQ/DWRPD) Monitoring Violations - Noncommunity Flow Chart Showing “Timely and
Appropriate” Actions should show that formal enforcement is initiated after a system becomes a
chemical/radiological monitoring SNC (i.e., fails to monitor for-a chemical/radiological
contaminant for 2 consecutive compliance periods), instead of after a single
chemical/radiological monitoring violation. The flow chart should show issuance of an informal
NOV for the first chemical/radiological M/R violation. The audit team has assumed the
counterpart CWS flow chart is also incorrect in this regard. EHS, BHCF, and LHDs that had
adopted the State Civil Fine Policy and Procedures should have been issuing fines to systems
with monitoring violations before they become M/R SNCs.

3.2.1 Community Water Systems

For M/R violations at CWSs, the EV team checked for timely issuance of an informal NOV letter
and adherence to the State Civil Fines Policy and Procedures for public water supplies. The EV
team checked if NOV letters required the system to issue a PN for the violation, provided an
example PN for the system to use, and required the system to return a signed/dated copy of the
PN. NOV letters or other written notification should warn systems of $200 fines for second

M/R violation for the same contaminant within a 12-month period; or assess $200 fines after
systems have a second violation within a 12-month period, and $400 fines after systems have a
third and any additional violations. For annual and less frequent monitoring, the EV team looked
for a reminder/fine warning notice sent approximately 30 days before the end of the compliance
period, and a NOV/fine letter. The EV team also looked for formal enforcement against any M/R
significant noncompliers (SNC).
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See Appendix B for the audit team’s findings on how well procedures were followed for each
violation reviewed at EHS mobile home park systems (pages 1-15), and BHCF nursing home
systems (pages 16-19).

3.2.1.1 EHS

The audit team reviewed follow-up for 16 M/R violations (7 TCR, 5 nitrate, 1 LCR initial tap,
1 arsenic, and 2 gross alpha).  The audit team found that EHS generally followed its procedures
for all 16 of the M/R violations.

The audit team made the following additional observations:

. EHS sends systems annual sampling schedules in January showing which water tests are
due for that year. The schedule shows the date the system last tested for a contaminant,
the deadline of the next sample, and the dates that samples should be collected and
reported to the state during the year.

. Al 16 NOV letters included the required fines and warnings. After the EV, EHS
provided R5 with copies of R/FW notices issued for the above samples before the fines
were issued, and other R/FW notices that Region 5 requested from DO files.

. EHS issued NOV letters for all 16 violations that require the system to post PN and send
a signed/dated copy of the posting back to EHS. However, copies of signed/dated PNs
returned from the system were noted in only 2 of the files.

. The 12/20/99 NOV letters issued to University MHPs #1 (M100040324) and #2
(MI00040325) , and Lincoln Estates MHP (MI004001) state these systems had a federal
and state violation by missing the newly imposed 9/30/99 state annual sampling deadline
for Partial Chemical (nitrate, nitrite, and fluoride), and volatile organic contaminants
(VOC). The reference to a federal violation is incorrect.

3.2.1.2 BHCF

The audit team reviewed follow-up for 3 M/R violations. The audit team found that BHCF
generally followed its procedures for 1 of these M/R violations. The team found the following
problems with the other 2 violations: '

. The NOV letters BHCF sent for these violations should have warned the system that a
$200 fine would be assessed if the system missed another sample within a specified 12
month period.
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. BHCF NOV letters require the system to post PN and send a signed/dated copy of the
posting back to BHCF. However, copies of signed/dated PNs returned from the system
were not in the files for any of these violations.

3.2.2 Noncommunity Water Systems Overseen by Contract LHDs

For M/R violations at NCWSs, the audit team checked for timely issuance of an informal NOV.
The EV team checked if NOVs letters required the system to issue a PN for the violation,
provided an example PN for the system to use, and required the system to return a signed/dated
copy of the PN.

Because Genesee CHD adopted the State Civil Fine Policy and Procedures prior to the beginning
of the EV review period, the audit team also checked Genesee CHD’s adherence to the policy
and procedures. Genesee CHD’s adherence to the Civil Fines For Failure to Monitor flow chart
(see Appendix A) sent to LHD Environmental Health Directors in July 1997 was also checked.
Under the fine policy, failure to collect all samples and report results from sampling events
scheduled more frequently than once per year (i.e., TCR quarterly routine samples, repeat
samples, and five routine samples the month following a positive sample) constitutes a
monitoring violation. The first monitoring violation during a 12-month period should be
followed by a written warning (NOV letter, etc.) that the system will be fined $200 if it incurs a
second violation within a 12 month period. If the systems incurs a second monitoring violation
during this time frame, it should be assessed a $200 fine. If the system has additional monitoring
violations within the 12-month period it should be assessed a $400 fine for each.

The NCWS program modified the above policy and procedures slightly by including LCR
6-month initial tap monitoring violations with annual and less frequently scheduled monitoring
as reflected on the Civil Fines For Failure to Monitor flow chart. For violations for the less
frequently scheduled monitoring, the EV team checked for reminder/fine warning notices sent
approximately 30 days before the end of the compliance period. The EV team also checked for
issuance of NOVs with $200 fines for these types of monitoring violations that warn of $400
fines if the system does not sample within 30 days, and issuance of NOVs with $400 fines. The
audit team also looked for reminder/fine warning letters sent before the end of the monitoring
periods, particularly for LCR 6-month initial tap monitoring and all annual and less frequent
monitoring.

The EV team also looked for formal enforcement against any M/R significant noncompliers
(SNO).

For Jackson and Qakland CHDs which did not adopt the State Civil Fines Policy and Procedures

until after the EV period of review, the audit team checked for issuance of an informal NOV
letter, and initiation of formal enforcement after the system became an M/R SNC.
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See Appendix B for audit team findings on how well procedures were followed for each violation
reviewed at systems located in Genesee (pages 19-38), Jackson (pages 39-53), and Oakland
(pages 54-80) Counties.

3221 Genesee CHD

The audit team reviewed follow-up for 32 M/R violations (14 TCR, 9 nitrate, 8 LCR initial tap,
and 1 inorganic contaminant (IOC)). The audit team found that Genesee CHD generally
followed its procedures for 18 cases (8 TCR, 7 nitrate, 2 LCR initial tap, and 1 IOC) of M/R
violations. The team found the following problems with the other 14 cases:

Copies of informal NOVs in SDWIS were not in the file for a 4-6/00 TCR M/R violation
at 2 systems: Genesee Grand Junction Center-VG’s Well (MI2520727), and Georgie’s
Market (M12520963).

A civil fine in SDWIS was not in the file for 2 violations at Olde Autumn Lounge
(MI252(0504), 1998 annual TCR, and nitrate M/R violations.

Dog House Lounge (MI12520539) should have been issued a R/FW notice and a $200 fine
for the1998 nitrate M/R violation, instead of being issued an informal NOV.

R/FW notices were not sent before the end of the monitoring period to 3 systems fined for
an LCR initial tap monitoring violation, and 1 system fined for an annual TCR M/R

~ violation.

Fines, instead of R/FW notices should have been issued for 4 violations (2 LCR initial tap
and 2 annual TCR M/R violations).

The 1/15/99 civil fine letter issued to Beta Theta Pi (MI2521364) for the 7-12/98 LCR
M/R violation, should have assessed a $400 fine instead of $200 fine. The 7/22/98 civil
fine letter for the 1-6/98 LCR M/R violation warned the system it will be fined $400 if it
has another LCR M/R violation in the next 12 months.

The audit team also made the following additional observations:

$200 civil fines were assessed for 22 of the 32 violations reviewed.
NOV letters were timely (within 2-3 weeks).
Usually at least one and often two R/FW notices were issued for quarterly TCR samples

from mid-1998 to mid-2000, and three notices were issued for the 1999 annual nitrate
samples.
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5 of the 16 systems reviewed were notified in a 2/8/2000 letter they were being taken off
reduced (annual) TCR monitoring because they did not collect a TCR sample in 1999,
and had to begin monitoring quarterly beginning the first calendar quarter of 2000 They
were also fined $200 for the violation.

Annual monitoring schedules were sent to the systems near the beginning of 1999 and
2000.

The 7/12/99 NOV/$200 civil fine issued to Genesee Grand Junction (MI2521511) for the
1 half 1998 L.LCR M/R violation should have set a new due date in 30 days, and warned
the system that it would be fined $400 if it failed to sample by this date. This omission
was also noted in other NOV/CF letters. After the EV, DWRPD advised Region 5 that it
notified Genesee CHD concemning this, and that Genesee CHD has agreed to begin
including this in their NOV/CF letters.

LHD carbon copy of MDEQ’s 1/25/00 letters to Beta Theta Pi (MI2521364) for
delinquent payment of the civil fines Genesee CHD assessed for lead/copper, and
bacteriological M/R violations documents MDEQ tracking of civil fine payment and
providing feed-back to the LHD. .

The R/FW notices issued in 9/98, 3/99, 5/99, and 6/99, incorrectly state that the State
authorizes $200 fines for the 1* quarterly monitoring violation. MDEQ’s civil fine
policy, requires that a R/FW notice be issued for the 1* quarterly violation, and a civil
fine for the second and each subsequent violations. The other R/EW notices, most of
which were issued later, contained correct fine policy language.

11/1/99 letter (handwritten note on it says it was sent to system on 1/31/00) instructed
Genesee Grand Junction Center-VG’s Well (MI2520727) that its next LCR sample was
due by 6/30/01. However, it should have said it was due by 12/31/00 because the system
had not yet sampled during two consecutive rounds, and did not sample during the 1* or
2™ half of 1999.

There was no documentation in the file that Genesee CHD notified MDEQ that it
rescinded the 1/24/00 civil fine issued to Grand Blanc Court Club (MI2520179) because
the system had a new owner. MDEQ’s civil fine procedures require LHDs to notify
MDEQ regarding rescinded fines within 15 days.

Enforcement procedures were not followed for most of the following TCR and LCR M/R
violations that were not reported to SDWIS (see Appendix C for details on individual
CHD and PWS unreported violations): 5 quarterly major routine (enforcement procedures
were followed for 1of these violations); 1 monthly (either major or minor) routine; 1
monthly minor routine; 1 TCR annual major routine (enforcement procedures were
followed for this violation); and 2 LCR initial tap.

-
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» NOV letters require system to provide PN, and return a copy of its signed/dated PN, and
includes an example PN for system to use, but a copy of a signed/dated PN from the
system was only found for one violation.

3.2.2.2 Jackson CHD

The audit team reviewed follow-up for 21 M/R violations (15 TCR, and 6 nitrate). One other
TCR M/R violation was not reviewed because it was a reporting error. The audit team found that
Jackson CHD generally followed its procedures for 9 cases (7 TCR, and 1 nitrate M/R
violations). The audit team found the following problems with the other 12 cases:

. Copies of NOVs sent to the system, or PNs sent to or returned from the system were not
found in the files for any of these violations.

The audit team also made the following additional observations:

. There is no documentation in the Kingdom Hall (MI38203950) file to indicate if the
system was on a quarterly or annual TCR monitoring schedule during the period of
review. Also, there was no documentation in the Pulaski Free Methodist Church
(MI3820083) file to indicate if the system was on a quarterly or annual TCR monitoring
schedule during 1998 and 1999. However, MDEQ noted in its response to the draft EV
Report that it did not ask the LHDs for and, presumably, did not receive all documents
from the files such as information on site visits, meetings, telephone logs, field notes,
permits, etc. |

. Monitoring reminder/enforcement warning notices were noted for a 10-12/99 TCR and
1999 nitrate sample, and sanitary survey letters instruct systems to collect quarterly TCR
samples early in the quarter.

. The sanitary survey letter to one transient noncommunity system requires annual vOC
sampling because it is located in an underground storage tank area.

. Enforcement procedures were not followed for TCR M/R violations during the EV period
of review that were not reported to SDWIS (see Appendix C for details):

. The NOV for a 7-9/98 TCR M/R violation at Twin Knolls Golf (MI3820299) instructs
the system to post PN using the example provided, but does not request that the system
return a signed/dated copy of the PN it posts. However, an NOV letter for a 4-6/200 TCR
M/R violation does instruct the system to return a signed/dated copy of the PN. The
example PN provided to the system has also been improved by including information on
health effects of bacteriological contaminants, and on LHD and system contact
information. ,
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In the case of 9 violations for which there were NOVs in the files, there was no copy of a
PN returned from the system in the system files.

3.2.2.3 Qakland CHD

The audit team reviewed follow-up for 50 M/R violations (39 TCR, 8 nitrate, 1 L.CR initial tap,
110C, 1 cyanide, and 1 volatile organic contaminant (VOC).) One other nitrate M/R violation
was not reviewed because it was a reporting error. The audit team found that Gakland CHD
generally followed its procedures for 28 cases (20 TCR, 6 nitrate, 1 cyanide, and 1

LCR initial tap M/R violations). The audit team found the following problems with the other 22
cases (19 TCR and 1 nitrate, 1 IOC, and 1 VOC M/R violations):

Oakland CHD should have initiated or foliowed through with formal enforcement for the
other 19 TCR M/R violations at 6 systems because the systems were TCR M/R SNCs
[Highland Lanes (MI6320174), Crossroads Free Will Baptist Church (M16321365),
Engineering Tube Specialties (M16322274), Indianwood Golf & County Club
(MI6321501), Essco Square (M16320012), and Beck Village Plaza (MI16322119)]. A
formal NOV and request for informal conference should have been issued for 17 of these

violations, and the LD should have followed through sooner in issuing an

Administrative Order to Crossroads Free Will Baptist Church for 2 of these violations.

There was no informal NOV letter or PN issued to or received from the system in the files
for 1 nitrate, 1 IOC, and 1 VOC M/R violation.

NOV letters issued prior to approximately 3/2000 did not request that the system return a
signed/dated copy of the PN provided to the system to post. NOVs issued after this date
did request the system to return a signed/dated copy of the PN. However, copies of
signed PNs returned by the system were not found in the files for these later violations
either.

The audit team made the following additional observations:

Informal NOVs have become more timely.

TCR monitoring reminder notices issued in late 1998, and NOV letters issued throughout
the review period warned of civil fines even though Oakland CHD did not adopt the state
civil fine policy and begin assessing fines untii late 2000. Despite these warnings, M/R
violations continued at some systems. Beck Village Plaza continued to fail to comply
even after it was issued a State Administrative Order (SAQ). However, after the LHD
adopted the State civil fine policy and started assessing fines in late 2000, this system and
other systems reviewed during the EV started to comply. Past due annual fees were also
collected from this system.
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. Pre-Hearing Conference Notices warn of further enforcement for failure to appear at the
conference, and fines, and enforcement against the system’s food service license for
continued monitoring noncompliance. Systems are requested to collect samples and
bring them to the conference. Systems sign Monitoring Agreements with the LHD at the
conference.

o There was no documentation in the files to indicate when Odyssey Water Supply
(MI6321401), and Union Lake Medical Building (M16320220) were changed from annual
to quarterly TCR monitoring. However, MDEQ noted in its response to the draft EV
Report that it did not ask the LHDs for and, presumably, did not receive all documents
from the files such as information on site visits, meetings, telephone logs, field notes,
permits, etc. ‘

3.3 Lead Action Level Exceedance Follow-Up
3.3.1 Community Water Systems

For lead action level exceedances at CWSs, the audit team checked for adherence to the follow-
up monitoring, public education (PE), and corrosion control treatment requirements of 40 C.F.R.
Part 141, Subpart I, Control of Lead and Copper. The audit team checked for documentation that
systems were properly instructed to deliver public education, perform water quality parameter

~ (WQP) monitoring at points of entry and in the distribution system, source water lead and
copper monitoring, and submit an optimal corrosion control treatment recommendation. The
audit team also checked for State tracking and follow-up.

Only EHS water systems were included in this review, because MDEQ exempted all nursing
homes overseen by the BHCF from the LCR until the LCR Minor Revisions (LCRMR) clarified
that these water systems must comply with the LCR. These systems had to begin lead and
copper initial tap monitoring during the 7-12/2000 compliance period. The audit team noted that
BHCF notified nursing homes of this monitoring requirement, and provided appropriate
compliance information. The LCRMR also clarified that the “lead free”” mobile home parks that
MDEQ had also exempted from the LCR must comply with the LCR, and likewise begin lead
and copper initial tap monitoring during the 7-12/2000 compliance period. The audit team noted
that EHS notified these systems of LCR requirements and provided appropriate compliance
assistance information.

See Appendix B, pages 1-15 for a more detailed review of how EHS followed procedures for
lead action level exceedances.

' 33.1.1 EHS

The audit team reviewed follow-up for 2 lead action level exceedances at one system,
Crosswinds MHP (MI0040114). The audit team found that EHS generally followed procedures
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for follow-up monitoring, public education, and corrosion control treatment for both action level
exceedances. EHS instructions to the system, and compliance tracking and follow-up were
documented in the file. Example PE materials, and reminder letters for repeating PE and WQP
monitoring were sent to the system, and a permit for installing corrosion control treatment
equipment was issued after the system submutted a treatment plan.

The audit team made the following additional observations:

. EHS issued the system an NOV on 12/4/00 which includes a fine warning for its failure
~ to take all repeat WQP samples by 8/3/00.

. The 12/3/98 letter following the 9/28/98 lead action level exceedance, and 6/13/00 letter
following the 6/11/00 lead action level exceedance gave the system longer to perform
WQP monitoring (until 6/30/99, and 8/3/00 respectively), than allowed by the LCR, (i.e.,
until the end of the compliance period when the action level exceedance occurred). The
3/7/01 letter instructing the system to perform WQP monitoring by 6/30/01 and PE by
5/31/00 because of the continuing action level exceedance did not contain this error.

. The 6/13/00 letter required the system to collect 2 WQP samples 24 hours apart at 2
distribution system taps, but the 12/3/98 letter required sampling at only 1 distribution
system tap as required by the LCR for a system that serves this population.

° EHS should not have placed the system on annual sampling until it collected a set of 10
samples during 2 consecutive 6-month compliance periods. The 9/30/98 R/FW notice .
should have instructed the system to collect 10 samples for the 7-12/98 compliance
period instead of 5 for the 1998 annual compliance period, and collect another set of 10

samples for the 1-6/99 compliance period. Systems must perform 2 consecutive 6-month
rounds of initial tap monitoring before they can be placed on reduced annual monitoring.

. The 6/11/00 lead action level exceedance should have been reported for the 1-6/00
compliance period, not for the 1-12/00 annual monitoring period.

3.3.2 Nontransient Noncommunity Water Systems Overseen by Contract LHIDs

For lead action level exceedances at NTNCWSs, the audit team checked for conformance to
procedures for follow-up monitoring, PE, and corrosion control treatment requirements in
Michigan’s approved LCR primacy package. The audit team checked for adherence to Section 1,
Part 2 (“Summary of Requirement When “Action Level” is Exceeded for Lead/Copper”) of the
“Drinking Water Monitoring for Nontransient Noncommunity Systems” booklet sent to
NTNCWSs on August 1, 1993, that includes the “Lead/Copper Rules Nontransient Systems
Serving <3,301" flow chart (Appendix A). MDEQ provided the audit team with status sheets for
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the lead acﬁ()n level exceedances reviewed during the EV that were prepared by the DWRPD
Noncommunity Unit with input from the LHDs.

The audit team checked for documentation that the system was properly instructed to deliver PE
(and provided a sample PE notice containing all the mandatory language for its use), returned a
signed copy of the PE notice it delivered, performed source water lead and copper monitoring,
selected a treatment option and submitted an implementation proposal. Michigan allows
NTNCWSs to conduct a treatment study to provide more time to select an appropriate treatment
process to install, and proceed to reduce lead levels through a lead/copper source identification
and removal program. The audit team checked if systems choosing this option tested all drinking
water taps for lead/copper before the end of the next 6-month compliance period, replaced all
taps where the lead action level was exceeded, and retested at these locations as required by .
MDEQ. The audit team also checked if retest results were below the action levels. Michigan
also allows NTNCWSs to postpone WQP monitoring during the initial treatment study.
However, if it is determined that lead and copper source identification and removal efforts will
not eliminate the elevated lead or copper levels in the system, the water system has to pursue the
corrosion control treatment option which includes WQP sampling.

MDEQ/LHDs encourages systems to use voluntary flushing (or removal from service) to reduce
lead/copper at taps with elevated levels while fixture repair/replacement or additional studies are
underway.

The LHDs do not have access to sample location information in MDEQ’s laboratory database
through their link to the MDEQ NCWS program’s T2 data system to facilitate tracking of
compliance with sample location requirements for lead and copper sampling.

See Appendix B for audit team findings on how well procedures were followed for each lead
action level exceedance reviewed at systems located in Genesee (pages 19-38), and Oakland
(pages 54-80) Counties. ‘

3.3.2.1 Genesee CHD

The audit team reviewed follow-up for 1 lead action level exceedance. The audit team found that
Genesee CHD generally followed its procedures for this action level exceedance.

A notice dated 6/1/98 of a 6/2 public meeting at Rankin Elementary School (MI2520648) with
the school district, Genesee CHD, and MDEQ included all mandatory PE language. It states that
the system is voluntarily instituting, as an extra precaution, a daily process of flushing the entire
water supply system until subsequent testing indicates safe levels. A fax cover sheet from the
system says the notice was being sent to staff and students. However, the statement in the notice
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that the exceedances “...were from fixtures that receive very little or no use for drinking water...”
may not be accurate since they included a “kitchen”, and “kitchen food prep sink” taps.

Based on the file and lab results printout, the system appears to have met the requirements for
systems opting to perform a lead/copper source identification and removal program. It appears
that all drinking water taps, and the source water was tested for lead/copper before the end of the
next 6-month compliance period. There is also documentation in the file (including the system’s
PE notice) that taps where the lead action level was exceeded had been replaced, and these
locations were retested and the results were below the action levels.

After further discussion with MDEQ, it was determined that the lead action level was not
exceeded for the 1-6/98 period. On 5/30/98 the system replaced the 3 taps that exceeded 15
micrograms/liter in 1/98 and 5/98. The system re-sampled these taps in 6/98, and the resulis
were all below 15 micrograms/liter. One additional tap sampled in 6/98 exceeded 15
micrograms/liter, but the system did not exceed the lead action level for the 1-6/98 compliance
period. The system replaced this additional tap, and the results of a re-sample taken on 7/10/98
was below 15 micrograms/liter. ‘

However, the audit team found the following problems with this lead action level exceedance:

. There was no documentation of LHD communications with the system regarding the
action level exceedance.

. Based on the Noncommunity Unit’s status sheet for this lead action level exceedance, it.
appears Genesee CHD allowed the system to halt corrosion control treatmient installation
steps prematurely. The 2/11/99 inorganic sample was not a first flush sample as required
by the LCR, so the system did not have results below the action levels for 2 consecutive
6-month rounds as required. However, after further discussion with MDEQ, it appears
that either: the reference to a 7-12/97 lead action level exceedance ( 90" percentile of
.0432 milligram/liter) on the NC Unit’s status sheet is an error; or these samples, which

are not in the State laboratory’s database, were analyzed by a private lab, and
Genesee CHD did not forward them because they preceded the EV review period.

. Also, based on the Noncommunity Unit’s status sheet for this lead action level
exceedance, it appears the system had a previous lead action level exceedance during the
2™ half of 1997 (90™ percentile lead value of 43.2 micrograms/liter). The 9/21/97 SOX
date linked to the systems 7-12/93 LCR initial tap M/R violation in SDWIS suggests the
system did sample during the 2™ half of 1997. However, this action level exceedance
was not documented in the file, or the printout from the State lab results database
reviewed during the EV. According to the lab results printout the system sampled during
th 2™ half of 1994, 1* half of 1995, and the 2™ half of 1995, and did not sample again
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until the 1% half of 1998. Also, the system’s 6/1/98 PE notice states that this is the first
time the system had exceeded the lead action level. However, after further discussion
with MDEQ, it appears that either: the reference to a 7-12/97 lead action level exceedance
( 90™ percentile of .0432 milligram/liter) on the NC Unit’s status sheet is an error; or
these samples, which are not in the State laboratory’s database, were analyzed by a
private lab, and Genesee CHD did not forward them because they preceded the EV
review period.

3.3.2.2 Jackson CHD

No lead action level exceedances had occurred at NTNCWSs in Jackson County for the audit
team to review.

3.3.2.3 Oakland CHD

The audit team reviewed follow-up for 3 lead action level exceedances (1 each at 3 systems).
The audit team found that QOakland CHD did not follow its procedures for 2 of these action level
exceedances. (For the third of these exceedances, procedures were followed, except that there
was no documentation that the system’s initial PE notice in the file, which includes all of the
mandatory PE language, was distributed to each employee.) The audit team found the following
problems with these action level exceedances: '

. For the lead action level exceedance at Clarkston Mills (M16321548), the andit team
could not find any documentation in the file or on the State lab printout that the system
collected a source water sample.

Also, there was no documentation that taps with exceedances were replaced, retested,
and re-tests were below the action levels.

. For the lead action level exceedance at GM Proving Grounds (M16321419), a
signed/dated copy of the PE notice GM sent to the CHD with a copy of a 7/31/00 memo
from Worldwide Facilities Group, Environmental Services to Milford Proving Ground
managers was not in the file.

There is also no documentation that the PE notice was distributed to each employee. (It

appears all employees did receive the PE for the 1/20/01 lead action level exceedance via
the 2/8/01 memo to Proving Ground employees “Update to Proving Ground Drinking
Water Issues” in the file.)
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. For the lead action level exceedance at B & V Construction (MI6321783), there is no
documentation that the system took any of the required steps following the 8/3/94 lead
action level exceedance at a bath tap, or of LHD compliance assistance/enforcement
follow-up with the system following its 9/6/94 Ietter regarding the 8/3/94 lead action level
exceedance. The 9/6/94 letter (prior to EV period of review) required the system to re-
sample, and identify each of the 2 bath taps on the lab slip so they can be differentiated.
Tt advises the system that a PE program, additional monitoring, and a plan to reduce
lead/copper levels is required, and to contact the LHD or MDEQ for additional
information. There is no documentation that the system undertook a lead/copper source
identification and removal program, or that it retested the tap where the action level
exceedance occurred.

. There is also no documentation in the file that the 8/3/94 lead action level exceedance
was invalidated by the LHD based on improper sampling location, etc. It appears that
Oakland CHD may have lost track of the 8/3/94 lead action level exceedance. Based on
the lab database printout, the system next sampled in 5/96. The CHD entered into a
monitoring agreement (bilateral compliance agreement) with the system on 11/16/95 for
LCR initial tap monitoring for the 2" half of 1995, and 1 half of 1996, and charged it
with M/R. violations for the 2" half of 1995, 2™ half of 1996, and 1* half of 1997.

3.4 CCR Vielation Follow Up
3.4.1 Community Water Systems

Th audit team checked for issuance of an informal NOV letter. The audit team also checked for
information sent to systems regarding CCR requirements.

3.4.1.1 EHS

The audit team reviewed follow-up for 2 CCR violations (1 each at 2 systems). The audit team
found that EHS followed its procedures for both violations. However, informal NOV and return
to compliance codes had not been entered into SDWIS for these violations.

See Appendix B, pages 1-15 for a more detailed review of how EHS followed procedures for
these and the other violations reviewed.

3.4.1.2 BHCE

The audit team did not review any CCR violations at BHCF water systems.
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It was noted that BHCF sent systems letters that discussed CCR annual reports and source water
assessment requirements in 1/99, and providing information on how to write a CCR, and on
LCRMR monitoring changes in 4/2000.

4.0 VERIFICATION OF ENFORCEMENT DATA IN SDWIS

The audit team compared the enforcement and associated violation information in the files with
the information reported to SDWIS. Specifically, the team checked whether or not: the
violations in the file matched SDWIS, there were records in the file for the enforcement actions
in SDWIS, and the appropriate violations were correctly linked with each enforcement action.
For violations found in the files that were not reported to SDWIS, the audit team noted any
documentation that the State/LHD was aware of the violation and enforcement follow-up was
taken. There may be additional unreported violations during the review period that were not
noted by the audit team. Unreported violations are summarized here and listed in Appendix C.

See Appendix B for audit team findings on enforcement and violation data at EHS mobile home
park systems (pages 1-15), BHCF nursing home systems (pages 16-19), and systems located in
Genesee (pages 19-38), Jackson (pages 39-53), and Oakland (pages 54-80) Counties.

4.1 Community Water Systems
4.1.1 EHS

. No unreported MCL or M/R violations were noted for the 18 MHPs included in the EV.

. NOVs issued for 1999 CCR violations at Lincoln Pines Mobile Home Park (MI0040586),
Bay Shore Estates Mobile Home Park (M1040128), and a 1-6/00 WQP M/R violation at
Crosswinds MHP (MI00040114) were not in SDWIS. (However, State PN request, PN
received, and return to compliance codes/dates were reported to SDWIS. The CCR
NOVs were issued before MDEQ had adopted administrative rules for CCRs in January,
2001.

. The MCL violation for Alan’s Park-West (M[0040460) should have been reported for the
4-6/00 compliance period, not the 6/00 compliance period because it occurred when the
system was on quarterly monitoring.

° 12/20/99 NOV letters issued to University MHPs #1 (MI0040324), and #2 (MI10040325),
and Lincoln Estates MHP (MI10040001) state the system had a Federal and State violation
by missing the newly imposed state annual sampling deadline of 9/30/99 for Partial
Chemical (nitrate, nitrite, and fluoride), and volatile organic contaminants (VOC). The
reference to a Federal violation is incorrect.
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The 1999 nitrate M/R violation for Lincoln Estates MHP is not a Federal violation
because the system sampled before the federal compliance period of 1-12/99 on
12/20/99. EHS advised that this violation was entered in error, and MDEQ’s policy 1s not
to enter violations of shorter state assigned monitoring periods, if a system samples
before the end of the federal period.

The 6/11/00 lead action level exceedance at Crosswinds MHP (M10040114) should have
been reported for the 1-6/00 compliance period, not the 1-12/00 period.

There is no signed PN received from Country Hill Pines Mobile Home Park (MI0040591)
for the 11/98 violation in the file, but there is an 11/7/98 State PN received (SIF) date in
SDWIS.

4.1.2 BHCF

No unreported MCL violations were noted. 3 unreported M/R violations (2 TCR minor
routine, and 1 TCR minor repeat) were noted at 1 of the 3 systems included in the EV.

All of the NOVs in the files for the violations reviewed were entered into SDWIS.

The 1/99-TCR MCL at Glenwood Christian Nursing Home (MI00626258) is a reporting
error since there were no positives found in the 1/14 or 3/16 samples, and the
enforcement actions coded into SDWIS match the 4-6/99 MCL.

Also, this MCL, and the 9/98 violation should have been reported as a “quarterly
violation” instead of a “monthly” MCL violation because system was on quarterly

monitoring schedule. After the EV, BHCF changed the 1/99 MCL to a 4-6/99 MCL in
SDWIS. This system monitors for TCR quarterly.

The begin date of the TCR M/R violation at the above system for the 10-12/99 quaxter
should be 10/1/99 instead of 10/31/99.

4.2 Noncommunity Water Systems Overseen by Contract LHDs
4.2.1 Genesee CHD

No unreported MCL violations were noted. For 7 of the 16 systems included in the EV,
there were 10 unreported M/R violations [3 TCR quarterly major routine (LHD followed
its enforcement procedures for 1 of these), 1 TCR monthly (either major or minor)
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routine, 1 TCR monthly minor routine, 1 TCR annual major routine (LHD followed its
enforcement procedures), and 2 LCR initial tap|

. All of the NOV3s in the files for the violations reviewed were entered into SDWIS.

. Not all civil fines are being coded into SDWIS using the SFM code (State Administrative
Penalty assessed). The SFM code was not entered for 10 violations for which systems

were assessed a civil fine. Informal NOV (SIA) codes/dates were entered for these
violations.

. It appears that 2 TCR, 1 nitrate, and 1 LCR M/R violation during 1998 and 1999 should
not have been entered into SDWIS, or should have later been removed from SDWIS.

. The 7-9/98 TCR MCL at Otisville Assembly of God (MI12520744) should have been
reported instead for 8/98 because the system took 5 samples in 8/98 as required because it
had a bacti positive sample the previous month.

. The return to compliance code (SOX) should have been entered into SDWIS for a 1999
nitrate violation after Doodle Bugs Daycare (MI12521493) sampled in 2/00.

. Discrepancies in the dates of informal NOVs (SIA) in SDWIS versus the actual dates of
the letters were noted during the EV. DWRPD staff provided the following explanation
for this. When violations are generated in the T2 database, the program assumes the
sanitarian will be sending out violation notices the same day, and therefore uses the
current date as the SIA date. The LHD needed to submit its quarterly data to the state
before it got a chance to prepare and send out the violation notices. MDEQ accepts minor
discrepancies because they cannot easily change the computer program.

4.2.2 Jackson CHD

. For 5 of the 16 systems included in the EV, there were 1 unreported TCR MCL violation
[when system was on increased monitoring following an MCL violation (LHD follow up
is documented)], and 9 or possibly 10 TCR unreported M/R violations. (However, if the
one system that did not sample during 1999 was supposed to monitor annually during
1999 rather than quarterly, these totals become 6 or possibly 7 unreported TCR M/R
violations.) See Appendix C for details on individual CHD and PWS unreported
violations. '
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With the exception of NOVs for the 7-9/98, and 4-6/00 TCR M/R violations at Twin
Knolls Golf (Mi3820299), NOVs in the files for the violations reviewed were entered
into SDWIS.

There were 8§ instances where there was no NOV letter in the file for an M/R violation,
but NOVs had been entered into SDWIS.

There were also no NOV letters in the files for 4 TCR MCL violations, but the files
document that the LHD notified the systems and the systems posted PN for these
violations.

There was also no informal NOV in the file for the 7-9/98 TCR MCL at Deer Run Golf
Club (MI3820132) that was reported late to SDWIS on 3/9/01.

The 7-9/98 TCR MCL at Deer Run Golf Club was reported late to SDWIS. After the EV,
MDEQ advised this violation had been reported to SDWIS on 3/9/01after the SDWIS
reports used for the EV had been run.

The 10-12/99 M/R violation reported to SDWIS for Waterloo Recreation Area 18
apparently incorrect because the system sampled on 11/12/99. Apparently, the LHD
coded the violation incorrectly by entering 10/99 instead of 1/99.

A 6/00 TCR MCI. violation at Waterloo Recreation Area (MI3820697) should have been
reported to SDWIS in addition to the 4-6/00 MCL violation.

The 4-6/00 TCR M/R violation should have been removed from SDWIS after the LIID
became aware that Bumstead’s (MI3820670) was closed during this quarter. After the
EV, MDEQ advised that this violation, as well as the 7-9/00 violation will be removed
from SDWIS.

The SOX date for the 1-3/99 TCR MCL violation at Beach Bar, Inc. (MI3820042) was
reported late to SDWIS. Following the BV, MDEQ advised that a 3/11/99 SOX date had
been submitted to SDWIS/FED on 3/9/01 and a more accurate SOX date of 12/22/98 will
be submitted for the 10-12/98 MCL violation.

4.2.3 Oalkland CHD

For 3 of the 19 systems included in the EV, there were 4 unreported TCR MCL violations
[1 when a system was on quarterly monitoring, and 3 when a system was on increased
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routine monitoring following an MCL violation (LHD issued an NOV for 1 of these
violations); and 4 unreported M/R violations [1 TCR monthly major routine, 1 TCR
monthly minor routine, 1 Nitrate annual (LHD issued an NOV), and 1 triennial cyanide
(LHD issued an NOV)].

There were 3 M/R violations for which an informal NOV had been entered into SDWIS
but an NOV letter was not in the file: a 1998 nitrate, and 1996-1998 10C and VOC at
Engineering Tube Specialties (M16322274).

With the exception of 2 NOVs for M/R violations (7-9/99, and 10-12/99 TCR at Beck
Village Plaza, MI16322119) all the NOV3s in the files for the violations reviewed were in
SDWIS.

3 Administrative Orders issued by Qakland CHD in 5/00 to Indianwood Goif & County
Club (MI6321501), Beck Village Plaza (MI6322119), and Crossroads Free Will Baptist
Church (MI16321365) were not entered into SDWIS. |

4/3/00 Monitoring Agreements (SFK) should have been entered into SDWIS for
Highland Lanes (MI6320174) TCR M/R violations including the 1-3/00 violation.

It appears that 2 nitrate and 1 TCR annual M/R violation for 1999 should not have been
entered into SDWIS. '

The return to compliance code (SOX) should have been entered into SDWIS for the1998
nitrate violation at Engineering Tube Specialties (MI6322274) after it sampled in 2/99.

5.0 COMMENDATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Total Coliform Rule MCL Violation Follow Up
5.1.1 Community Water Systems

5.1.1.1 EHS

Commendations:

Overall, EHS properly tracked and enforced follow-up sampling and public notice
requirements of 40 C.F.R. Sections 141.21, and 141.32, and relevant MDEQ), and EHS
flow charts. '

After the EV, EHS advised Region 5 that it requested that the MDEQ Laboratory improve
the existing querying capabilities in its new database system to make it easier for the RAs
to check if systems that had positive routine samples collected repeat samples.
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EHS issued NOV letters for all violations reviewed that properly instructed systems
concerning public notice/boil water notice and follow-up sampling requirements; and
return to compliance letters that instructed systems to lift the PN/boil water notice.

EHS promptly takes systems off reduced TCR monitoring after they have an MCL
violation. This is an improvement over the 1997 DV report which noted that systems on
reduced (i.e., quarterly) monitoring were not being returned to monthly monitoring after
MCL violations, and recommended that EHS ensure that this is done until the system has
corrected the problem.

EHS includes a warning in TCR MCL NOV letters that enforcement will be taken against
the system’s manufactured housing community license if it fails to provide timely PN.

EHS tracks positive routine TCR samples on the “Positive Bacti Status Sheet” until the
system collects 5 negative routine samples the next month.

There were no unreported MCL or M/R violations. This was a great improvement over
the 1995 DV which noted a lack of attention in reporting various TCR violations.

Major Recommendations:

For future EVs, EHS should have District Offices forward files documenting TCR MCL
violation follow-up to the Lansing office. '

Minor Recommendations:

The State should consider requiring private labs to provide special notification to the
system and/or the State for fecal coliform positive and total coliform positive results so
that the Resource Analysts can more quickly notify the system of the need for additional
samples and adjust the monitoring schedule as needed. A similar recommendation was
made in the 1997 DV report based on the DV’s findings.

Suggestions:

]

EIIS should add a sampling location field to its Access database bacti results screen to -
facilitate tracking of compliance with sample location requirements.

EHS should begin labeling repeat samples as such in this database to facilitate repeat
sample tracking. -

EHS should begin requesting systems to return a signed/dated copy of the notice lifting
the boil water notice, and track receipt of signed notices back from the systems. This is
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necessary to ensure that systems receive, and act on the lifting notices, and so the system

and the system customers are not unnecessarily burdened with precautionary measures,
cost of bottled water, and loss of business. '

EHS should temporarily take systems that miss a quarterly sample off of reduced
monitoring.

5.1.1.2 BHCF
Commendations:

Overall, BHCF properly tracked and enforced follow-up sampling and PN requirements
of 40 C.F.R. Sections 141.21, and 141.32, and relevant MDEQ flow charts.

BHCEF requires provision of bottled water until the MCL is resolved.

Major Recommendations:

BHCEF should ensure that systems are properly instructed to collect 5 routine samples the
month following an MCL violation, or single positive routine sample. BHCF should
track compliance, enter violations into SDWIS, and issue NOVs that warn of, or assess,
fines for violations of this requirement.

BHCEF should develop an SOP and flow chart for routine bacti sampling, and response to
positive coliform samples, in consultation with DWRPD, which includes instructions
regarding routine samples, repeat samples, check samples following disinfection after
systems have an MCL violation, 5 routine samples the following month, and taking
systems with MCL violations off of reduced monitoring. BHCF should then instruct
water systems to implement these response procedures.

The Total Coliform Rule and MDEQ’s CWS Response to Positives flow chart require
that all routine samples be taken from the distribution system. However, the NCWS
Response to Positives flow chart indicates that at least 1 repeat sample must be taken
from the same location as the positive result, and the remaining should be split between
the raw water sample tap and approved distribution system taps. This is acceptable where
a NCWS consists of a single to a few service connections. Since nursing homes typically
consist of a single building, BHCF could use the above NCWS repeat sampling

procedure.

BHFC should take systems off of reduced momtoring after they have an MCL violation.
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Minor Recommendations:

. BHCF needs to file all follow-up sampling results, and communications with the system
in the system file.

5.1.2 Noncommunity Water Systems Overseen by Contract LIHDs
Commendations:

. The Chief, MDEQ, Water Supply Section, Noncommunity Unit issued criterta for
' allowing TCR monitoring reductions, returning systems on reduced monitoring to
standard monitoring, and documentation instructions to the LHDs in a 9/9/99 memo.

. After the EV, MDEQ advised Region 5 that it recently began tracking, for each CHD, the
number of systems with repeat MCL violations in the span of one year. Consultations
between the MDEQ and CIHDs with a high rate of repeat MCLs include a consideration
of practices used to investigate and resotve MCL violations, including the number and
location of check samples being taken to decide whether precautionary measures should
be removed. |

. The 3 LHDs reviewed appeared, for the most part, to be properly implementing the TCR,
and providing accurate instructions to systems regarding required follow-up to MCL
violations. NOV letters, return to compliance letters, and other communications from
Oakland and Jackson CHDs were timely, and, with few exceptions, provided systems
with accurate instructions. This is an improvement over the 1994 EV report which found
more instances of incorrect TCR monitoring instructions in LHD letters, although none of
the LHDs reviewed in this EV were reviewed in 1994.

Major Recommendations:

. For future EVs, in addition to requesting CHDs to submit the most recent sanitary survey,
and monitoring results, M/R and MCL violation notices, and PNs for the period of
review, MDEQ should also request information on site visits, meetings, telephone logs,
and field notes for the period of review. Also, sampling site information captured on
laboratory results forms should be included with the monitoring results.

° In order to be consistent with MDEQ procedures, MDEQ should ensure that CHDs are
requiring noncommunity water systems to take at least one repeat sample from the site of
the positive routine sample, and that any sample taken from a raw water sampling tap be
designated a raw water sample.

. The State should consider requiring private Iabs to provide special notification to the -
system and/or the LHD for fecal coliform positive and total coliform positive results so
that the LHDs can more quickly notify the system of the need for additional samples.
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Suggestions:

. Until WaterTrack is in place, MDEQ should ensure that LHDs fully utilize its T2
electronic data system to identify bacti positive routine sample results, and track
compliance with the requirement that systems collect 5 routine samples the next month.

5.1.2.1 Genesee CHD

Commendations: 7

. Genesee CHD generally properly tracked compliance and followed enforcement follow-
up procedures related to the follow-up sampling and PN requirements of 40 C.F.R.
Sections 141.21 and 141.32, relevant MDEQ NCWS flow charts, and procedures outlined
m the NC PWS Manual.

Major Recommendations:

. Genesee CHD needs to ensure that systems are properly instructed to collect 5 routine
samples the month following an MCL violation or single positive routine sample; and
that systems are warned that violation of these monitoring requirements are counted when
assessing civil fines. There was no documentation of such instructions in the files
reviewed. Genesee CHD also needs to track compliance with these requirements, enter
violations into SDWIS, and issue NOVs that warn of, or assess, fines for these violations.

Minor Recommendations:

. Genesee CHD should issue NOV letters for all TCR MCL violations.
Suggestions:
. Water Sample Result Log forms should be modified to include sample location and

separate identification or bacteriological routine, repeat, and check samples.

. Genesee CHD should consider temporarily revoking the system’s food license when
MCL violations are not resolved in a timely manner.

5.1.2.2 Jackson CHID
Commendations:

. Jackson CHD generally properly tracked compliance and followed enforcement follow-up
procedures related to the follow-up sampling and PN requirements of 40 C.F.R. Sections

141.21 and 141.32, relevant MDEQ NCWS flow charts, and procedures outlined in the
NC PWS Manual.

. Very timely response to positive bacti samples.
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. Handwritten chronologies of sampling results, communications with systems, posting of
PN, well chlorination, return to compliance, etc were in the files.

Major Recommendations:

. Jackson CHD should issue NOV letters for TCR MCL violations which accurately
describe regulatory requirements, (i.e., 5 routines the next month taken from the

distribution system), set accurate sample due dates, and instruct systems to return a copy
of the PN.

After the EV, MDEQ advised Region 5 that this and related issues were also observed in
the annual evaluation for 2001. The Jackson CHD underwent a long string of personnel
changes that adversely affected some aspects of the Noncommunity Program. The
MDEQ’s oversight responsibilities for the Jackson CHD also changed hands a couple of
times during the EV review period. It appears the staffing issues have stabilized
somewhat. The FY 2002 evaluation will document any progress made on these concerns.

Suggestions:

. Prepare and use a form for recording sample results, and the chronology of LHD and
system follow-up to positive TCR routine samples and MCL violations, including
communications with the system, repeat samples, precautionary measures taken,
investigation and corrective measures, well chlorination, return to compliance, and
follow-up sampling the next month.

5.1.2.3 Qakland CHD
Commendations:

. Timely NOV and return to compliance letters were issued for MCL violations that, with
very few exceptions, provided the system with accurate instructions.

Major Recommendations:

. Document site visits, and that the system was instructed regarding well chiorination,
investigation into the cause of the problem, and corrective measures taken. Following the
EV, MDEQ advised R5 that Qakland CHD assured them the pump handle had been
removed and PN was posted during the MCL violations. Also, MDEQ noted in its
response to the draft EV Report that it did not ask for and, presumably, did not receive all
documents from the files such as information on site visits, meetings, telephone logs,
field notes, permits, etc. In any event, the State must ensure public health is protected.

Suggestions:

. Qakland CHD lab database printouts should differentiate between routine, repeat, and
check bacti samples.
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5.2 Monitoring and Reporting Violation Follow Up

5.2.1 Community Water Systems
5.2.1.1 EHS
Commendations:

. EHS generally followed its procedures for all16 M/R violations, and fully implemented
the State Civil Fine Policy for M/R violations. EHS monitoring reminder notices and
NOV letters include fine warnings, and NOV letters were used to issue $200 and $400

fines.
. Systems are sent detailed annual monitoring and reporting schedules.
. .Systems have been ngtiﬁed about their new monitoring requirements under the LCRMR,
. No major recommendations are needed.

Major Recommendations:
. None needed.

' 52.1.2 BHCF

Commendations:

° The audit team noted that BHCF notified nursing homes of their new monitoring
requirements under the LCRMR, and provided appropriate compliance information.

Major Recommendations:

. Warnings regarding fines for future violations should be included in NOV letters, or
separate written warnings should be issued as required by the State Civil Fine Policy and
Procedures. ‘

- 5.2.2 Noncommunity Water Systems Overseen by Contract LHDs
Commendations:

. No instances were noted of NOV letters issued by the 3 CHDs reviewed which implied
that the system can make up the sample if it monitors by a specified date, and was not
required to PN, This is an improvement over the 1994 EV  which found that 4 of the 5

contract LHDs reviewed were issuing NOV letters with these errors, although none of the
LHDs included in this EV were reviewed in 1994.
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Genesee CHD adopted the policy prior to the EV review period, and issued fines for 22 of
the 32 M/R violations reviewed. OQakland CHD adopted the State Civil Fine Policy later,
and started issuing fines in late 2000. Jackson CHD adopted the policy in 2001. This is
an improvement over the 1994 DV report which recommended that MDEQ/LHDs initiate
formal enforcement before systems become SNCs. Because civil fines are issued

before systems accumulate enough violations to become M/R SNCs, the number of
systems that reach SNC status and need formal enforcement should be greatly reduced.

5.2.2.1 Genesee CHD
Commendations:

Genesee CHD generally followed its procedures for 18 of the 32 M/R violations
reviewed.

Genesee CHD is fully implementing the State Civil Fine Policy for M/R violations for
quarterly and less frequently scheduled monitoring, and used NOV letters to issue fines.

Monitoring R/FW notices were regularly issued, and civil fines of $200 were issued for
22 of the 32 violations reviewed.

Systerns are sent annual monitoring schedules near the beginning of the year.

NOV letters for M/R violations are issued soon after the end of the monitoring period.

Genesee CHD promptly implemented DWRPD’s policy for assigning total coliform
monitoring frequencies, as outlined in a September 1999 memo to LHD Environmental
Health Directors, and coordinated this with its implementation of the State civil fine
policy. Of five systems included in the review that did not menitor for coliform bacteria
during 1999, all five were fined $200, taken off of reduced (annual) coliform bacteria

monitoring, and required to begin monitoring quarterly during the first calendar quarter of
2000.

Major Recommendations:

Genesee CHD needs to improve bacti menitoring compliance fracking,

Minor Recommendations:

Genesee CHD should provide accurate instructions to systems, and carefully track
collection of two consecutive 6-month rounds of LCR initial tap samples.

Genesee CHD should ensure that R/FW notices and NOV letters accurately reflect the
State Civil Fine Policy and Procedures.

35



Genesee CHD should promptly notify MDEQ concerning all rescinded fines.

5.2.2.2. Jackson CHD
Commendations:

Transient noncommunity water systems located in an underground storage tank area are
required to sample annually for VOCs.. This is an excellent precaution for vulnerable
systems. :

Major Recommendations:

Jackson CHD needs to improve TCR monitoring compliance tracking, including
“monthly” violations when systems fail to collect 5 routine samples the month after
returning to compliance from an MCL violation.

NOV letters should be issued for all M/R violations, and copies should be placed in the
system files.

After the EV, MDEQ advised Region 5 that this and related issues were also observed in
the annual evaluation for 2001. The Jackson CHD underwent a long string of personnel
changes that adversely affected some aspects of the Noncommunity Program. The
MDEQ’s oversight responsibilities for the Jackson CHD also changed hands a couple of
times during the EV review period. It appears the staffing issues have stabilized
somewhat. The FY 2002 evaluation will document any progress made on these concerns.

Suggestions:

Files should include documentation of systems’ TCR monitoring frequency. However,
MDEQ noted in its response to the draft EV Report that it did not ask the LHD:s for, and
presumably did not receive, all documents from the files such as information on site
visits, meetings, telephone logs, field notes, permits, etc.

5.2.2.3 Qaktand CHD
Commendations;

The issuance of informal NOVs for M/R violations became more timely.

QOakland CHD adopted the State Civil Fine Policy and started assessing and collecting
fines and delinquent annual fees in late 2000.

Oakland CHD formal NOV letters warn systems that failure to appear at an informal

conference will result in further enforcement, request systems to bring monitoring
samples and sign Monitoring Agreements at the conference, and warn of fines and
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enforcement against the system’s food service license for continued noncompliance.

Major Recommendations:

Formal enforcement needs to be initiated against systems as soon as systems become
TCR M/R SNC systems and followed through on. Systems that fail to comply with LHD
Administrative Orders should be referred to the Attorney General or local Prosecuting
Attorney’s Office for further enforcement. MDEQ should also consider referring such
cases to Region 5 for federal enforcement.

After the EV, MDEQ advised Region 5 that more recently, Oakland CHD initiated
enforcement efforts against SNCs, appreciably lowering their number. Recent
consultations associated with the annual evaluation process are focusing on the need for
more stringent enforcement against the most chronic violators. Now that its length has
been reduced to a manageable level, the listing of unaddressed SNCs is being made
available to CHDs and to MDEQ staff so that more immediate action can be taken when a
water system becomes a SNC. There should be fewer SNCs and Exceptions in the future.

Copies of all NOV letters should be placed in the system files.

Improve TCR monitoring compliance tracking, including “monthly” violations when
systems fail to collect 5 routine samples the month after returning to compliance from an
MCL violation.

Suggestions:

Telephone calls to systems that repeatedly ignore NOV/FW notices may help ascertain if
the responsible party is receiving the notices.

System files should include documentation of a systems’ TCR monitoring frequency.
However, MDEQ noted in its response to the draft EV Report that it did not ask the
LHD:s for, and, presumably did not receive, all documents from the files such as
information on site visits, meetings, telephone logs, field notes, permits, etc.

5.3 Lead Action Level Exceedance Follow-Up

5.3.1 Community Water Systems
5.3.1.1 EHS

Commendations:

EHS, generally adhered to the requirements of 40 C.F.R. Part 141, Subpart I, Control of
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Lead and Copper for the 2 action level exceedances reviewed. EHS instructions to the
system, and compliance tracking and follow-up were documented in the file.

. EHS provided example PE materials to system and sent reminder letters for repeating PE
and WQP monitoring, and issued permit for installing corrosion control treatment
equipment after system submitted treatment plan.

. EHS issued a system an NOV in 12/00 which included a fine warning for its failure to
take all repeat WQP samples by 8/00.

. Violations of lead action level exceedance follow-up requirements were entered into
SDWIS. This is an improvement over the 1997 DV report which noted that PE, and
WQP M/R violations had not been reported to SDWIS.

. EHS has taken steps to correct previous LCR implementation problems. EHS sends a
form letter that accurately explains the requirement of 40 C.F.R. Subpart T and MDEQ
requirements.

5.3.2 Noncommunity Water Systems Overseen by Contract LHDs
Commendations:

. Region 5 commends MDEQ/LHDs for encouraging systems to use voluntary flushing (ot
removal from service) to reduce lead/copper at taps with elevated levels while fixture
- repair/replacement or additional studies are underway.

Suggestions:

. The T2 system should be moditied to allow the LHDs to view sample location
information for lead and copper samples in MDEQ’s laboratory database, and for other
types of samples where sample location is not currently viewable to facilitate tracking of
compliance with monitoring location requirements.

After the EV, MDEQ advised Region 5 that the new data base system, Water Track,
expected to go online in September, 2003 will assist CHDs in identifying and

maintaining focus on exceedances. Water Track will allow the sampling location to be
viewed by the user, provided this information is included with the sample results.

5.3.2.1 Genesee CHD
Commendations;:

. Genesee CHD generally followed its procedures for the 1 action level exceedance
reviewed. Genesee CHD adhered to the follow-up procedures for monitoring, public
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education, and corrosion control treatment requiremeﬁts for NTNCWS in Michigan’s

approved LCR primacy package, and in the LCR monitoring instructions sent to
NTNCWSs in 1993. Compliance tracking and follow-up was documented in the file.

5.3.2.2 Jackson CHD

No lead action level exceedances had occurred at NTNCWSs in Jackson County for the audit
team to review.

5.3.2.3 Qakland CHD
Major Recommendations:

. Oakland CHD should improve its tracking of lead action level exceedances, adherence to
follow-up procedures for lead action level exceedances, and file documentation.

After the EV, MDEQ advised Region 5 that the new data base system, Water Track,
expected to go online in September, 2003, will assist CHDs in identifying and
maintaining focus on exceedances. Water Track will allow the sampling location to be
viewed by the user, provided this information is included with the sample results.

5.4 CCR Violation Follow Up
5.4.1 Community Water Systems
5.4.1.1 EHS

Commendations:
. EHS followed its procedures for both CCR violations reviewed.

Minor Recommendations:

. EHS needs to enter informal NOV and return to compliance codes into SDWIS for CCR
violations.
5.4.1.2 BHCF

The audit team did not review any CCR violations at BHCF water systems.

Commendations:

. BHCF sent systems letters that discussed CCR annual reports and source water
assessment requirements in 1/99, and providing information on how to write a CCR, and
on LCRMR monitoring changes in 4/2000.
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. NOVs were issued to systems that failed to deliver CCRs in 1999 and 2000.
5.5 Public Notice

Comimendations:

> Fines for PN violations are shown on DWRD Fines Policy Summary issued in
approximately 1/2001.

See Section 3.1 and 3.2 for the audit team’s findings on how well PN procedures were followed
for the TCR MCL, and M/R violations reviewed, respectively, and Appendix B for more detail.

5.5.1 Community Water Systems

55.1.1 EHS

Commendations:

. EHS tracks receipt of PN from systems in SDWIS using the State PN received (SIF)
code/date.

. EHS is commended for including a warning in TCR MCL NOV letters that enforcement
will be taken against a system’s manufactured housing community license 1f it fails to
provide timely PN.

. EHS’s annual monitoring instruction letters notify systems that they can now be fined for

failure to provide PN.

Major Recommendations:
. None needed.

5.5.1.2 BHCF
Major Recommendations:

. BHCF needs to ensure that systems return a signed copy of their PN for all MCL, and
M/R violations, and that copies are placed in the system files. Signed PNs were in the
files for 1 of the 2 TCR MCL violations, and 0 of the 2 M/R violations reviewed.

5.5.2 Noncommunity Water Systems Overseen by Contract LHDs
Commendations:

. NOV letters issued by Genesee CHD for M/R violations during the period of review
required systems to return copies of the signed/dated PNs they posted. However, Jackson
and QOakland CHDs did not include this requirement in their M/R violation NOV letters
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until early 2000. This is an improvement over the 1994 DV report which found that none
of the 5 contract LHDs reviewed required systems to return a copy of the PNs they posted
for M/R violations.

Major Recommendations:

. MDEQ needs an automated system for tracking compliance with PN requirements. The
October, 2001 Final State Implementation Guidance for revised Public Notification Rule
at 40 C.F.R. Subpart Q, effective on May 6, 2002, requires that States report non-
compliance with the rule as violations to SDWIS/FED (Rule code “7500" and violation
code “75") and link PN violations to underlying violations.

5.5.2.1 Genesee CHD
Major Recommendations:

Genesee CHD needs to track receipt of signed/dated copies of systems’ PNs for all MCL, and
M/R violations, and place copies received in system files. Signed PNs were in the files for both
of the 2 TCR MCL violations, but only 1 of the 32 M/R violations reviewed.

5.5.2.2 Jackson CHD
Commendations:

° NOV letters issued for TCR M/R violations have been improved by requiring the system
to return a signed/dated copy of the PN, and including health effects language and system
and LHD contact information in the PN provided for the system’s use.

Major Recommendations:

. Jackson CHD needs to ensure that all NOV letters for MCL, and M/R violations require
systems to return a signed/dated copies of their PNs, track receipt of PNs, and place

copies received in system files. Signed PNs were in the files for all of the 6 TCR MCL
violations, but none of the 21 M/R violations reviewed.

5.5.2.3 Qakland CHD
Commendations:
. NOV letters issued for M/R violations issued after 4/2000 request the system to return a

signed/dated copy of the PN. This is an improvement over previous NOV letters issued
for M/R violations which did not include this requirement.

Major Recommendations:

e QOakland CHD needs to ensure that all NOV letters for MCL, and M/R violations require
systems to return signed/dated copies of their PNs, track receipt of PNs, and place copies
received in system files. Signed PNs were in the files for 4 of the 5 TCR MCL violations,
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but none of the 49 M/R violations reviewed.

5.6 Verification of Enforcement Data in SDWIS

5.6.1 Community Water Systems
5.6.1.1 EHS
Commendations:

EHS is commended for having no unreported MCL or M/R violations.

Minor Recommendations:

Enter all NOVs into SDWIS.
Report all violations and lead action level exceedances for the correct monitoring period.

MDEQ should issue a Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) for implementing its policy
of not entering violations of shorter state assigned monitoring periods, if a system
samples before the end of the federal period, and not referencing violations of shorter
state monitoring periods as federal violations in NOV and other letters to systems. .
Violations of a federal monitoring period should be reported to SDWIS using the

violation begin date and duration of the federal monitoring period, not the State assigned ’

- period.

5.6.1.2 BHCF
Major Recommendations:

BHCF should report all M/R violations to SDWIS, including “monthly” violations when
systems fail to collect 5 routine samples the month after returning to compliance from an
MCL violation.

Accurate violation begin date and duration need to be entered into SDWIS.

5.6.2 Noncommunity Water Systems Overseen by Contract LHDs

5.6.2.1 Genesee CHD
Major Recommendations:

The State Administrative Penalty (SFM) code should be entered into SDWIS for all civil
fines, and the SOX code should be linked to all nitrate and other chemical/radiological
M/R violations when systems sample.
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Enter all M/R violations and follow-up enforcement actions into SDWIS.

Minor Recommendations:

Only valid M/R violations should be entered into SDWIS, and M/R violations that are
later determined not to be valid, should be removed from SDWIS.

5.6.2.2 Jackson CHD
Major Recommendations:

Jackson CHD needs to report all M/R violations to SDWIS, including “monthly”
violations when systems fail to collect 5 routine samples the month after returning to

compliance from an MCL violation. Violations that are later determined not to be valid,
should be removed from SDWIS.

Jackson CHD needs to report “monthly” MCL violations when systems collect 5 routine
samples the month after returning to compliance from a previous MCL violation. These
violations should be reported to SDWIS, even when the second MCL violation occurred
during the same quarter as the first MCL violation. In this case the first violation should
be reported for the quarter in question, and the second for the month it occurred.

After the EV, MDEQ advised Region 5 that improvements in the electronic handling of
lab data have already been made, and further progress will come with the development of
Water Track. MDEQ also advised that it will begin submitting violation records that
reflect a one-month period for these violations as required by FRDS data reporting
documentation once the new Water Track system is online, expected by September 30,
2003.

Enter into SDWIS all NOV letters that were issued.

NOVs should not be entered into SDWIS for M/R violations if an NOV letter was not
sent to the system. ' :

After the EV, MDEQ advised Region 5 that this and related issues were also observed in
the annual evaluation for 2001, The Jackson CHD underwent a long string of personnel
changes that adversely affected some aspects of the Noncommunity Program. The
MDEQ’s oversight responsibilities for the Jackson CHD also changed hands a couple of
times during the EV review period. It appears the staffing issues have stabilized
somewhat. The FY 2002 evaluation will document any progress made on these concerns.

All TCR MCL violations should be reported to SDWIS within 45 days after the end of
the quarter in which the MCL violation occurred, and accurate SOX dates for all TCR '
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MCL violations should be reported within 45 days after the end of the quarter during |
which the system returned to comphiance.

5.6.2.3 Qakland CHD
Major Recommendations:

Oakland CHD should report all MCL and M/R vielations and follow-up enforcement
actions to SDWIS. Attention in this regard is particularly needed for “monthly” MCL
violations when systems collect 5 routine samples the month after returning to
compliance from a previous MCL violation. These violations should be reported to.
SDWIS, even when the second MCL violation occurred during the same quarter as the
first MCL violation. In this case the first violation should be reported for the quarter in
question, and the second for the month it occurred.

After the EV, MDEQ advised Region 5 that it will begin submitting violation records that
reflect a one-month period for these violations as required by FRDS data reporting
documentation once the new Water Track system is online, which is expected by
September 30, 2003. MDEQ also reports that improvements in the electronic handling of
lab data have already been made, and further progress will come with the development of
Water Track.

LHD Administrative Orders should be entered into SDWIS using the SFL (State
Administrative Order) code, and Monitoring Agreements should be entered using the
SFK (State bilateral compliance agreement signed) code.

Minor Recommendations:

Al NOV letters issued for M/R violations should be entered into SDWIS.

NOVs should not be entered into SDWIS for M/R violations if an NOV letter was not
sent to the system.

The SOX code should be linked to all nitrate and other chemical/radiological M/R
violations when the systems sample. '

M/R violations that are later determined not to be Valid, Shduld be removed from SDWIS.
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APPENDIX A

‘Michigan Enforcement Flow Charts
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CIVIL FINES FOR FAILURE TO MONITOR
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Appendix B

System Specific Findings







NAME System VIOLATIONS | STATE ACTION FOLLOWS DISCREPANCIES/RECOMM:
SYSTEM ID Type/ FLOW CHART? ENDATIONS/COMMENTS
Pop.
. Reglon 3 recommends that
MI0040001 Lincoln Estates MHP CWws/ 1/95-12/98 Yes - After the EV, EHS provided | £15 peain requesting that
53 Gross Alpha | RS with a copy of 11/3/98 systemsﬁ‘eturn a copy of
M/R monitoring reminder/fine warning

1-9/99 nitrate
M/R

1/99 TCR
M/R

(R/FW) notice that was filed in

'EHS’s main file for this park at

district office (D.O.).

3/16/99 $200 CF warns of $400
CF if system does not sample
before 6/30/99 (instructs system
to deliver enclosed PN, and to
return signed/dated copy BUT no
signed/dated PN in file).

Yes - After the EV, EHS provided
R35 with a ¢opy of 8/25/99 R/IFW
notice filed in EHS’s main file for
this park at D.0.

12/20/99 NOV letter issued
(instructs system to¢ deliver
enciosed PN, and to return

signed/dated copy BUT no
signed/dated PN in file).

This is not a federal viol. since
systermn sampled 1/20/99 before the
federal compliance period of |-
12/99

Yes-3/16/99 NOV letter which
cites Rule 325.1007 re. failure to
collect a water sample on more
than one occasion in a 12 month
period will result in a $200 CF for
the first violation and $400 for

signed/dated copy of the lifting
notice, and track receipt of
signed notices back from the
systems. This is necessary to
ensure that systems receive,
and act on the lifting notices,
and so customers are not
unnecessarily burdened with
precautionary measures, cost
of bottled water, and loss of
business (may not be
applicable to MHPs).

12/20/99 NOV letter states the
system had tederal and state
violation for the period 1-9/99
for nitrate, nitrite, fluoride, and
VOCs. Thereference toa
federal M/R violation should
be removed from NOV letters
where the monitoring period
cited is shorter than-the federal
monitoring period, ¢.g., annual
for nitrate. After the EV. EHiS
advised RS that this will be
done. EMS also advised that
this violation was entered

in error, and MDEQ’s policy is
not to enter violations of

shorter state assigned mon.
periods, if a system samples

5



- 5/99 TCR
MCL

each viclation thereafter, and says
that this penalty must be included
with any further viofations. BUT
PN from system not in file.

Yes- 3/7/99 NOV letter faxed to
system says 4/24 routine sample
was TC+, and 3 of the 4 repeat
samples taken on 5/3 were also

TC+. System is instructed to

provide PN/boil water notice,
using the example provided, and
not to lift the notice until
authorized by the State and after it
submits results for a minimum of 4
safe check samples. System is
warnhed re. enforcement against
system’s manufactured housing

ommunity license if it fails to
provide timely PN,

The NOV also instructs the system
o take 5 routine samples in 6/99.

Fax cover memo instructs system

to distribute a copy of the PN/boil
water notice to each resident
ASAP, and fax back a

signed/dated copy (copy signed by

system owner/manager is in the
file.) It also says an EHS staff
person will contact system to
schedule a visit.

BUT system did not take repeat
samples until 9 days after the
4/24/99 TC+ routine sample
(system is required to take repeat

before the end of the federal
period.. RS recommends that
MDEQ issue a Standard
Operating Procedure (SOP) for
implementing this policy.

No documentation in the file
that system completed the
improvements to the well
house that the boil water lifting
notice (EHS faxed to system
on 7/13) said would be
performed in a couple of
weeks. There is a copy of a
7/2/99 permit for instaliation
of flushing hydrants at the ends
of the water main, and if
needed for piping and a gate
valve to tie together the main
ot the north side of park. The

only documentation in the file
that any improvements were

made, is a copy of a boil water
notice prepared by the system
for a pump house upgrade
performed nearly 9 months
fater on 4/3/00-4/4/G0. There
is no documentation as to what
this upgrade included. After
the EV, EHS advised R5 this
information is not kept in

the RA files in Lansing, but is
kept in the district office file,
because EHS field staff
handled this side of the
investigation and follow-up.




samples within 24 hours of
receiving a positive routine sample
result).

Database printout shows 6 safe
check samples on 6/7/00 (2 check
samples, both safe, were also taken
on 5/17/00).

1 of 5 routine samples taken on
6/21/99 was TC+, (BUT EHS did
not count these as routine sampies,
because the boil water notice was
still in effect.

6/17/99 “Inquiry Report” re. a
State legislator’s inquiry prepared
by Steve Griffith, and 6/17 memo
from John Fiero to Flint Watt
indicate that EHS was fairly
certain the TC+ results were
caused by MHP manager's
sampling technique, based on a
site investigation by field

staft in early May (none of the
check samples taken by the
manager since EHS staff

explained the proper technique to
him had been positive); and that
EHS was waiting to see if all of
the 5 routine samiples system was
required to take in 6/99 were safe
before lifting the boil water notice.
However, 1 of the 3 6/21 samples
was TC+.

Database printout shows system

EHS advised R3 that [3.0.
field stalt send copies of
sanitary reports to the Lansing
oftice. but not documentation
related to the correction of the
deficiencies noted in sanitary
reports..

While the Region doesn’t
expect the D.O.s. and the
Lansing oftice to keep
duplicate tiles; the Region
wants to ensure there is
adequate communicatian
between the DO and the
Lansing office covering
follow-up o sunitary defects,
MCLs, M/R viols.. PN etc.

Per database printout 4 repeat
samples (all neg.y were taken
on 622768, Tdavs after a
6413 TCr routine sample, and
3 routines (ali neg.) were taken
in 7/98. The database printoul
dges not include sampling
location, therefore, it can not
be used to track i system s
sampling frem the correct
locations for routine. repeat, or
check samples.

R3 recommends that EHS add
a sampling location field to its
coliform sample results
database to facilitate the above
tracking.
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took 2 check samples on 7/8, and
7on 7/9, and that all were safe.

On 7/13 EHS faxed system a PN
lifting the boil water notice, which
stated that the system must take 5
routine samples in 7/99, and will
make improvements to the well
house in the next couple of weeks,
Systerm: was not instructed to send
back a signed/dated copy of the
posting, and a signed/dated copy

from the system was not in the file.

EHS is commended for
including a warning in TCR
MCL NOV letters that
enforcement will be taken
against system’s manufactured
housing community license if it
fails to provide timely PN,

MI10040047

Thornapple Lake Estates

CWs/
448

1-3/00 TCR
M/R

Yes -4/18/00 NOV requires
system to provide PN, and return a
copy of its signed/dated PN, and
includes an ‘example PN for
system to use. A copy of system’s
signed/dated PN is in the file.

7/16/00 letter notifies system it
is no longer eligible for
quarterly coliform bacteria
sampling, and must start
sampling monthly due to
ongoing compliance issues.

EHS is commended for taking
system off reduced TCR mon.
because of ongoing
compliance issues related to
the 1-3/00 TCR MCL.




MI00401 14**

Crosswinds MHP

CW§/
163

9/28/98
(sample date)
lead action
level
exceedance

6/11/00
{sample date)
lead action
level
exceedance

Water quality parameter {WOP)
mon.-Yes

12/3/98 letter requires system io
perform water quality parameter
menitoring, deliver public
education, perform source water
iead/copper mon., and submit a
corresion control freatment
recommendation.

6/13/00 letter requires system to
repeat water quality parameter
monitoring,

BUT 12/3/98, and 6/13/00 letters
give system longer (until 6/30/99,
and 8/3/00 respectively) to
perform water quality parameter
monitoring,, than allowed by the
LCR, (until the end of the

compliance period when the acticn

level exceedance occurred).

The 10 samples system taken
in 6/93 exceeded the lead
action level (90" percentile
value of 17 micrograms/liter).
However, these resulls were
not counted, apparently
because they were taken before
the beginning of the

7-12/93 initial compliance
perigd for small systems.

9/30/98 R/FW notice should
have instructed system to
collect 10 samples for the 7-
12/98 compliance pericd
instead of 5 for the 1998
annual compliance period, and
collect another set of 10
sampies for the |-6/99
compliance period. Systems
must perform 2 consecutive 6-
month rounds of initial tap




(This error was not found in a
3/7/01 letter that instructs system
to perform WQP monitoring by
6/30/01and PE by 5/31/00 because
of the continuing action level
exceedance).

Also, the 12/3/98 letter required
the system to collect 2 WQP
samples 24 hrs. apart at ]
distribution system tap as required
by the LCR for a system that
serves this population. However,
the 6/13/00 letter required
sampling at 2 distribution taps.

“12/4/00 NOVfor. failure to take all

repeat WQP samples by 8/3/00

“which includes a fine warning.

Source Water Mon.-Yes- required
by 6/30/98 in 12/3/98 ietter and
1/18/99 results are in database.

Public education {PE} - Yes -
12/31/98 letter requires
distribution of PE materials to all
residents within 60 days, and to
repeat every [2 months as long as
the action level is exceeded,
Sample brochure with the
mandatory language Is included
for system’s use, and an affidavit
for the system to sign/date and
return certifying method of
delivery it used.

9/8/99 letter requiring delivery of
PE by 9/30 to new residents and

mon. before they can be placed
on reduced annual monitoring.

EHS should not have placed
the system on annual sampling
until it collected a set of 10
samples during 2 consecutive
6-month compliance periods.

The system submitted results
for 6 samples collected on
9/29/98 that exceeded the lead
action level with a 90
percentile lead value reported
as |7 micrograms/liter.

The 6/11/00 iead action level
exceedance should have been
reported for the [-6/00
compliance period, not
1-12/00.

The 12/4/00 NOVin file for
1-6/00 WQP M/R viol. was not
reported to SDWIS. However,
12/4/00 PN request, 12/31/00
PN received, and 12/28/00
SOX codes/dates have been
reported .




to re-issue PE annually thereafter
for as long as the lead action is
exceeteed.

2/5/99, 9/12/99, and 5/7/00 signed
affidavits from system certifying
that the PE materials received
from MDEQ were properly
distributed using the approved
method indicated.

Optimal corrosion control
treatment plan - Yes-12/3/98 letter
requires system to submit a plan
by 6/30/98, and plan received
from system on 7/13/99 is in file.
12/9/99 MDEQ construction
permit issued to system for
installation of water treatment
equipment for corrosion control
with a 12/31/01 installation
deadline. It states MDEQ will
set a new treatment installation
deadline if system has another
action level exceedance.

The permit also informs the
system that if the system samples
for lead and copper during the
1-6/00 compliance period and
does not exceed an action level it
will have 2 consecutive rounds
below the action levels, and will
not have to install corrosion
controf treatment.




Bay Shore Estates Mobile -

A Mio40128 Cws/ 10/19/99- Yes- 4/3/00 NOV 4/3/00 NOV for 1999 CCR
Home Park 209 CCR viol viol. is not in SDWIS,
1-12/99-LCR | Yes -1/4/00 NOV/$200 CF
: 4/18/00 NOV itr for 1-3/00
Eggow Up System complied 2/2/00. _ TCR M/R viol. states that if
Sampling After the BV, EHS provided R3 syst?{nfhals; a v_al}11d watetr test
M/R viol with a copy of a 8/25/99 R/FW resutt for bacti then system can
for rad mon. that was filed in send it in, and the violation
EHS’s main file for this park in the will be eliminated.
_ D.o. - - :
_1-3/2000- - Yes-NOV/PN sent 4/18/00, PN
TCRM/R | signed and returned 4/25/00. -
oo C o {Quarterly TCR monitoring).
MI040160 Twin Meadows MHP CWS/ - 177:9/99 TCR .| Yes-NOV letter requires system to _
: 133 MCL : issue PN/State boil water notice,” ™77 === oo .
o and take 5 samples’in 8/99. ' -
Dated/signed copy of noticé - ‘ . -
returned from system is in the file, . N
and system took 5 routine samples
in 8/99. '
MI040162 Westhaven Mobile Court CWS/ 1-9/99- Yes* Arsenic NOV/PN sent
: 193 Arsenic M/R. | 1/7/00." Complied 1/18/00. -
: ‘| Previous arsenic sample taken
2/96, and req’d every 3 years. Did
not sample by the end of CY 1999,
so this is a Fed’| and State .
violation.
MI0040247 Boerman’s Mobile Home CwWs/ 7/98 TCR Yes-8/11 NOV letter was issued
- Village 150 MCL and a dated/signed copy of notice
returned from system is in the file
and system took 5 routine samples.
the following month.
) 5 Pine Aire MHP CW§S/ 10-12/99 Yes- NOV issued.
MICG40285 203 TCR M/R .




MI0040303 Glen Lake Trailer Park CWS/ 1-3/00-TCR Yes-Quarterly manitoring.
. : : 75, M/R NOV/PN sent 4/18/00. System
RTC with sample 4/11/00. PN .
rec’d 5/1/00.
MI0040324 University MHP #1 CWSs/ 1999 nitrate Yes*-12/20/99 NOV/Fine warning | 12/20/99 NOV/TFine warning
53 M/R notice requires system to provide incorrectly states that the

PN, and return a copy of its
signed/dated PN, and inciudes an
example PN for system to use,
BUT a copy of a signed/dated PN
from the system is not in the file.

After the EV, EHS provided R5
with a copy of a 8/25/99 R/FW

for nitrate mon.

thar was filed in EHS’s main file
for this park in the D.O.

system incurred a federal (in
addition to a state vielation) by
missing the newly imposed
state annual nitrate sampling
deadline of 9/30/99 for Partial
Chemical {nitrate, nitrite, and
fluoride). [t requires system o
provide PN for these
violations.

The letter states (hat because
the deadline for the nitrate
annual sample was changed
this year, a grace period is
being given, in 1999 only, for
systems to perform nitrate
sampiing until 1/31/00, and the
sample will be credited to the
1999 sampling year and will
not take the place of any
routine sampling required in
2000. [t also warns system it
will receive a $200 CF ifit
fails to sample by 1/31.

The data base printout shows
the system sampled on 1/3/00,
and therefore, did incur a
federal M/R violation, but
avoided being eligible to
receive the State $200 CF.




From database printout 1t
appears that proper follow-up
was performed for a 8/00 TCR
MCL viol. (BEYOND EV
REVIEW PERIOD) 4 TC+.
repeat samples were taken on

8/8 following the 8/1 TC+
routine sample, check samples
were taken on 6 different days
between mid-August and mid-
September including 9
consecutive safe samples, and
3 neg. routine samples were
taken in 9/00.

MI0040325

University MHP #2

CWS/
138

1999 nitrate
M/R

Yes*-12/20/99 NOV requires
system to provide PN, and return a
copy of its signed/dated PN, and
includes an example PN for
system to use, BUT a copy of a
signed/dated PN from the system
i5 not in the file.

After the EV, EHS provided R5
with a copy of a 8/25/99 R/FW

for nitrate mon.

that was filed in EHS s main file
for this park in the D.O,

12/20/99 NOV/Fine warning
incorrectly states that the
system incurred a federal (in
addition to a state violation) by
missing the newly imposed
state anrnual nitrate sampling
deadline of 9/30/99 for Partial
Chemical (nitrate, nitrite, and
fluoride). It requires system to
provide PN for these
violations.

The letter states that because
the deadline for the nitrate
annual sample-was changed
this year, a grace period is
being given, in 1999 only, for
systems to perform nitrate
sampling until /31/00, and the
sample wiil be credited to the
1999 sampling year and will
not take the place of any
routine sampling required in
2000. It also warns system it




will receive a $200 CF it
fails to sampie by /31

The data base printout shows
the system sampled on [/3/00,
and therefore, did incur a
federal M/R violation, but
receive the State 5200 CF.
avoided being eligibie to
recaive the State $200 CF.

From database printout it
appears system had a TCR
MCL in 11/00. (BEYOND L'V
REVIEW PERIOD) NOV
letter and signed PN from
system 15 in the ftle. PN savs
system will take 3 routine
samples in 12/00. However.
the printout shows 3 “check”™
{rather than “routine”™} sumples
for 12/00 (1 on 12/4, and 4 on
12/13-all neg). ‘

Repeat samples that are
reguired after a positive
routing sample cannot be
differentiated from samples
taken to check the success of
system/well disinfection,
because they are both labeled
as check samples in the the
coliform sample results
database.

Region 5 recommends that
EHS begin labeling repeat

samples as such in this

11




database to facilitate repeat
sample tracking.

12/4 PN which appears to have
been prepared by the MHP
lifts the boil water notice for
the 11/00 MCL, and states that
MDEQ has declared the water
safe. LHS called system on to
authorize lifting boil notice.

However, there is no copy of a
lifting notice signed/dated and
returned by the system in the
file.

It took nearly one month
before 4 neg repeat samples
were taken on 4/5/99 following
the 3/8/99 TC+ at well house
faucet. After the EV, EHS
advised that the manager
initially had mistakenly
collected the repeat samples at
the wrong MHP - University
Park #1. '

One repeat was taken at a
well house raw water faucet,
and the others were taken at
mobile home lots. EHS
advised that a repeat sample
was taken at the well house
raw water faucet to determine
if and where the problem was
originating from, due to the
delay from sampling the wrong
park.

12




MI10040348

Bennett MHP

CWS/

70

6/00 TCR
M/R

Yes-7/18/00 NOV warned system
if had more than one violation
within a 12 month period it would
be fined $200 dollars. The NOV
requires system to provide PN,
and return a copy of its
signed/dated PN, and includes an
example PN for system to use.
BUT a copy of a signed/dated PN
not received (SIF code not linked -
to the violation in SDWIS).

MI0040430

Higgins Lake Hideaway
Mobile Home Park

CWS/
63

1999-Nitrate
M/R

4-6/99-TCR
MR |

Yes*-Nitrate NOV/PN/Fine
warning sent 12/20/00. Window of
compliance was Jan-Sept 2000.
Reminder letter sent 8/21/00.
Grace period until 1/31/2000, and
sample taken on 1/31/2000. So
not a State violation, but it is a
Fed’l viol.

Yes-(Quarterly monitoring) TCR-
NOV/PN sent 8/5/99, samples
taken 8/9/99. )

MI0040460.

A[an’s. Park - West

CWS/

80 .

6/00 TCR
MCL

Yes-NOV letter requires system to
issue PN/State boil water notice,
and take 5 samples the next month.
Dated/signed copy of notice

“returned from system is in the file,
and system took 5 routine samples
~the next month. .

Letter notifying system it is no
longer eligible for quarterly
coliform bacteria sampling. and
must start sampling monthly
beginning in §/00.

EHS is commended for
notifying system that is no
longer eligible for quarterly
sampling beginning in 8/00.

The MCL viol. should have
been reported for the 4-6/00
compliance period, not the
6/00 compliance period
because it oceurred when the

system was on quarterly mon.




MI0040480 Wood Valley Mobile Home | CWS§/ 1-9/99- Yes*-Nitrate NOV/PN Violations of a federal
Park - | 35 Nitrate M/R Request/Fine warning sent monitoring period should be
12/20/00. Window of compliance reported to SDWIS using the
was Jan-Sept 2000. Reminder viol. begin date and duration of
letter sent 8/21/00. Grace period the federal mon. period, not the
until 1/31/2000, and sample taken State assigned period.
on [/31/2000. So not a State " RS recommends that
violation, but it is a Fed’] viol. MDEQ issue a Standard
1/4/00 rec’d PN. Nitrate results Operating Procedure (SOP) for
rec’d 12/28/99. SOX-12/28/99. . implementing this.
(Quarterly TCR monitoring).
MI0040504 Pleasant Lake MHP CWS/ 7/98 TCR Yes-NOV letter requires system to
60 MCL issue PN/State boil water notice,
and take 3 samples the next month,
Dated/signed copy of notice
returned from system is in the file,
and system took 5 routine samples
the next month,
6/00 TCR Yes-NOV letter requires system to
MCL issue PN/State boil water notice,
: and take 5 samples the next month.
Dated/signed copy of notice
returned from system is in the file,
and system took 5 roufine samples
the next month.
MI0040586 Lincoln Pines Mobile CwWs/ 7/99-TCR YeS‘Monthly momtorlng State BEYOND EV REV]EW
Home Park MI0040586 293 MCL sent MCL NOV/PN 7/21/99; BUT | PERIOD-File lists a Nifrate
no PN returned. 5 routines taken M/R for 11/30/00 (first
8/17/99 deadline) and 12/31/01(second
deadline). 1/17/01 NOV/civil
10/19/99- Yes- NOVissued on 3/30/99 fine issued. System was fined
CCR viol $200 for the 1-9/00 nitrate
M/R viol. and $400 for the 10-
. 10-12/99 Yes-NOV/PN/civil fine/ letter 12/00 M/R viol, per state civil
) Gross Alpha | dated 2/23/00. fine poticy.
M/R After the EV., EHS provided R5
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with a copy of a 8/25/99 R/FW

for rad mon. that was filed in
EHS’s main file for this park in the
D.O.

The 10-12/00 nitrate M/R viol.
and NOV, c¢ivil fine and PN
request were submitted to
SDWIS (federal viol. because
syster failed to sample during
2000). A copy of the system’s
PN was not noted in file, or
coded into SDWIS.

3/30/00 CCR NOV not in
SDWIS.

MI0046591

Couniry Hill Pines Mobile
Home Park

CWSs/
150

11/98-TCR
MCL

Yes-Boil water notice/PN/NOV
sent 11/6/98. 7 Routines taken
12/14/98 - SOX, BUT A
signed/dated copy of the boil
water notice/PN returned from the
system, and of an EHS notice
lifting the boil water notice, and
signed/dated copy of this notice
returned from the system were not
noted in the file.

No documentation in file for
11/7/98 State PN received
(SIF) in SDWIS,

Monthly monitoring: The two
violations below did not show
up on the SDWIS pull of
11/00, but these viols. and
associated informal NOV, PN
request, boil water order, and
refurn to compliance
codes/dates were submitted to
SDWIS:

TCR MCL on 7/13/00 and
NOV/PN sent on 7/14/00. PN
rec’d 8/17/00. 5 routines taken
8/25/00.

TCR MCL on 10/7/00 and
NOV/PN sent on 10/12/00 .
PN rec’d 10/9. 8 routines taken
11/15/00 and 11/22/00.
(BREYOND EV REVIEW
PERIOD).
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MID062658 Glenwood Christian CWSs/ 9/98-TCR No-No NOV/PN request in file. 1/99-TCR MCL is a reporting
Nursing Home 66 MCL 2 pos on 9/15, 4 neg. repeats on errotr since there no positives
(should have | 9/22-23 (2 from distr. taps, and 2 found in the 1/14 or 3/16
been from wellhead); should be within samples, and the enforcement
reported 24 hrs of notification that actions coded into SDWIS
for 7-9/98) sample(s) were positive match the 4-6/99
[141.21(b)] (State either called MCL. This MCL should have
system on 9/21or faxed NOV/PN been reported as a quarterly
on 9/21, and repeats taken on viol. because system was on
9/22-23) quarterly monitoring schedule.
After the EV, BHCF changed
No documentation in fife that the 1/99 MCL to a 4-6/99
system was disinfected, or check MCL in SDWIS.
samples were taken.
Unreported 9/98 minor repeat
No RTC letter in file. M/R viol.
1t appears BHCF returned system
to compliance based on the neg. Unreported 10/98 minor
repeat samples because a return to | routine M/R viol.
compliance (SOX) code with a
9/23/98 date was entered into System should have been
SDWIS. placed on monthly bacti
sampling after the 9/98 TCR
Only 1 instead of 5 routines taken | MCL.
the following month. 3 were
taken in December. 9/22/98 sanitary survey report.
. BHCF thought that since their
Yes - Pos. at kitchen well on systems were on quarterly
1/99-TCR 6/25/99. 8 repeats at kitchen well | monitoring that the
MCL (3 pos) on 7/1/99 (6/25 pos requirement of 5 routine
(should have | confirmed in July). samples taken the next month
been Again, repeats should be taken -
reported
for 4-6/99)

16




10/31/99-
1/31/99-TCR
M/R

within 24 hrs ot notification that

sample(s) were positive. NOV
letter sent on 7/1. PN signed by
system on 7/8 and posted that day.
Checks taken after chlorination on
8/2 and 8/4 ND. System on boil
water notice and bottled water
until RTC lester 8/23/99, which
requested 5 routine samples the

following month, BUT system
only took 3 on 9/30/99.

No- NOV/PN request letter for
10/1/99-TCR but should have
warned of fine if system had
another violation within 12-month
period, and no copy of signed
NOV from system in file.

meant 5 routine sampies the
following quarter.
[141.21{b}5)]. followinga
positive,

However, based on the bacti
results in the file, the system
took lin {3/98, 3 samples in
12/98, and 1 i 1/99. ~

The system took another
sample in 3/99, presumably for
1-3/99 quarter

6/25/99 routine sample taken
at kitchen well rather than a
distribution system tap as
required by 40 C.F.R. Scction
[41.21(a) and the CWS bacu
MCL. flow chart.

Many samples taken during
July 99, chlorinated-pubiic
health protected as best they
couid while they found
problem {well screen open and
full of bugs}.

Unreported 9/99 TCR minor
routine M/R viol.

Positive samples noted in June
2000 due to construction repair
work going on. Samples
should have been coded as
special purpose samples
(construction). Boil water
notice faxed 7/5/00. System
not using water. After the EV,
BHCF submitted a menthly
MCL for the 4-6/00

17



guarter. A 6/26 informal
NOV, and 7/13 returned to
compliance were also
submitted to SDWIS for this
viol.

0/16/99-1tr to system RE; CCR
4/5/00-Itr to system RE: CCR
and Pb/Cu .

This systemn monitors for TCR
quarterly; however the 2 MCL
violations report a duration of
Imonth instead of 3 months.
BHCEF later changed one of
these, the 1/99 MCLto a3
month viol. (4-6/99) in
SDWIS.

The begin date of the TCR
M/R viol. for the 10-12/99
quarter should be 10/1, not
10/31. _

BHCEF is commended for
immediately placing systems
with bacti MCLs on boil water

_ notices, and requiring

provision of bottled water untii
the MCL is resolved.

MI006G792

Bortz Health Care-West
Bloomfield
{Greenlake)

CWS/

10-12/99-
TCR M/R .

No-NOV/PN sent to system
1/21/00 for 10-12 qtrly. viol., but
should have warned of fine if
system had another violation
within 12-month period, and no
copy of signed NOV from system
in file.

4/23/97 Itr to system RE: rad
monitoring requirements
1721/99 ltr to system RE: CCR
annual Rept and source water
assessments,

4/5/G0 kr to system RE: CCR-
how to write and LCRMR
monitoring changes. )

I8




MI0065207

Woodfield Manor
(Westwoods of Niles)

CWS/
89

1-3/99-TCR
M/R

Yes-NOV/PN request sent to
system on 4/19/99 for 1-3/99 gtly.
viol. Next sample rec’d 5/4/99.

NOV menticns $200/5400 civil
fine. State did issue a $200 fine to
this system 5/22/98 for 1-3/98

M/R (outside of this review). No -

copy of signed NOV from system
in file.

11/18/99 sanitary survey letter.

4/5/00 ltr to system RE: CCR-
how to write and LCRMR
monitoring changes.

MIi2520163

C.HM.P.

NT/
31

1996-1998
10C M/R

7-12/98 LCR

M/R

Yes*-1/15/99 NOVleter requires
system to provide PN, and return a
copy of its signed/dated PN, and
includes an example PN for
system to use, BUT a copy of a
signed/dated PN from the system
is not in the file.

There is also no documentation in
the file of the 1/14/99 SFG (State
issued PN) in SDWIS.

No-System should have been sent
R/FW notice -

just prior to the end of the mon.
period per DWRPD’s CF policy
and procedures. -

1/1/99 NOV/CF in file. .
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MI2520179

Grand Blanc Court Club

TN/
200

1999 TCR
M/R

1999 Nitrate
M/R

Yes-1/24/00 CF for 1999 TCR and
nitrate M/Rs

{instructs system to

post enclosed PN, and to return
signed/dated copy BUT no
signed/dated PN in file).

R/FW notices were sent on §/3]
and 12/1/99, :

2/8/00 letter taking system off
annual TCR mon. and placing it
on quarterly mon. because of M/R
viols.

Yes-See above*

Unreported TCR maj. or min.
routine M/R viol. Based on
water sample result log, system
failed to take 3 routine samples
the month following the
3/29/00 TC+ sample (and 4
negative repeat samples taken

‘on 4/4/00). The system did not

take any routine samples in
4/00 or 5/00, and only 1 in
6/00. (It was noted that after
the EV period of review, the
system took 5. routines in 11/00
following clearance ofa 9/00

MCL in 10/00.)

There is no documentation in
the file that the LHD notified
the system to take repeat
samples following the 3/29/00
TC+. There is also no
documentation that the LHD
notified the system to take

5 routine samples the next
month (or alternatively,
documentation of a waiver in
the file based on a LHD a site
visit, or the problem having
been identified and corrected.}

1/24/00 CF should have been
entered into SDWIS (SFM)
linked to the 1999 TCR and
Nitrate M/R violations.
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4/30/00 sanitary survey report
letter identities construction
viols. that need correction.

3/13 and 3/23/00 R/CF notice
sent for 1-3 TCR sample.

1/24/00 CF was rescinded
because system had a new
owner. MDEQ’s CF
procedures require LHDs to
notify MDEQ regarding
rescinded fines within 15 days,
but there was no
documentation in the file that
MDEQ was notilied.

Unreported 1-3/00 TCR MR
viel. and no documentation of
enforcement follow up.
1/24/006 CF for 1999 TCR M'R
not in SDWIS.
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Dog House Lounge

TN/

60

Nitrate 1998
M/R

TCR 1999
M/R -

MDEQ policy.” S

*No Should have been issued a
$200 CF

1/15/99 NOV

No-a reminder/warning notice was
not sent 30 days prior to the end of
the mon. period. :
1/24/00 CF issued. NOV/CF
doesn’t request copy of PN.

2/8/00 fetter placed system on qtly
TCR frequency beginning with 1-
3/00 qtr. because of past mon.” -
violations in accordance with

Region 5 commends Genesee
CHD for promptly
implementating MDEQ’s
9/9/99 policy for assigning
total coliform monitoring
frequencies and documenting
manitoring reductions outlined
in Rich Overmyer’s 9/9/99
memo to Noncommunity
Program Coordinators with
copies to LHD Environmental
Health Directors. .

Region 5 also commends
-Genesee CHD for coordinating
this with its implementation of
-the State civil fine policy.

| ©6/6/00 R/FW notice sent;

22
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MI2520648%*

Rankin Elementary School

NT/
360

7-12/97 lead
action level
exceedance

Notes:

+(Following
the EV, it
was
determined
that the lead
action level
was 1ot
exceeded for
the 1-6/98
period
because the
system
replaced 3
taps that
exceeded 15
micrograms/l
iter in [/98
and 5/98 and
re-sampled
these in 6/98
and the
results were
below 13
micrograms

Aiter,
Another tap
sampled in
6/98
exceeded the
13
micrograms/!
iter but the
system did
#ot exceed

the lead

Public education (PE)-Yes (for

1/14/98 lead action level
exceedance). Copy of a notice
dated 6/1/98 of a 6/2 public
meeting at the school with the
school district, Genesee CHD, and
MDEQ that included all
mandatory PE language. {however,
statement that the exceedances that
oceurred in follow-up sampling of
all taps in 5/98 “_were from
fixtures that receive very little or
no use for drinking water...” may
not be accurate since they included
a “kitchen”, and “kitchen food
prep sink” taps. [t states the
system is voluntarily instituting as
an extra precaution a daily process
of flushing the entire water supply
system until subsequent testing
indicates safe levels. The notice
states this is the first time the
system had a lead action level
exceedance. Fax cover sheet from
system says the notice was being
sent to staff and students.

HOWEVER, there is no
documentation that PE was
delivered, or any other

follow-up was taken for a 7-12/97
jead action level exceedance.++

Source water lead/copper mon.
Yes-(for 1/14/98 lead action level
exceedance). State lab printout
has results for a 5/28/98 raw water

[t appears the system may have
had a previcus lead action
level exceedance, during the
2" half of 1997, that was not
follow-up on by the LHD or
the system. A questionnaire on
the status of lead and copper
action level exceedances
completed by the LHD and
MDEQ for this system
indicates that the lead action
level was exceeded during the
2% Walf of 1997 with 90"
percentile lead value of 432
micrograms/liter. However
this action level exceedance
was not documented in the file,
or the printout from the State
lab results database reviewed
during the EV. The 9/21/97
SOX date linked to the systems
7-12/93 LCR initial tap M/R
viol. in SDWIS suggests the
system did sample during the
2" half of 1997. However,
according to the lab results
printout the system returned Lo
compliance by sampling during
th 2 half of 1994 and the 1"
nalf of 1993, sampled during
the 2" half of 1995, then did
not sample again until the ™
half of 1998 ++
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The system
also re-
sampled this.
tap on
7/10/98, and
the results
were helow
15
micrograms/]
iter.

++it also
appears that
the reference
wa7-12/97
lead action
level
exceedance
( 90,%
percentile of
0432
milligram/
liter) on the
NC Unit's
status
Sheet is in
error, or the
saimples were
analyzed by
a private lab
(rol on State
lab’s
database)
and Genesee
CHD did not
Jorward them
| because they
preceeded
the EV
review

treatment -Yes - (for 1/14/98 lead
action level exceedance), BUT
system was allowed to halt the
corrosion control treatment
instatlation steps prematurely.
The 2/11/99 inorganic sample was
not a first flush sample as required
by the LCR, so system does not
have results for 2 consecutive 6-
month rounds that are below the
action levels as required.

Also, there is no documentation of
LHD communications to the
system.+

Based on the file and lab results
printout, system appears to have
met the requirements for systems
opting to conduct a treatment
study that includes a lead/copper
source identification and removal
program that they test all drinking
water taps, and the source water
for lead/copper before the end of
the next 6-month compliance
period. There is also
documentation in the file
(including the system’s PE notice),
that taps where the [ead action
level was exceeded had been
replaced, and these locations were
retested” .

retested and the results

were below the-action levels,

Water quality parameter mon.-
These may be postpened during
the initial treatment study.

Based on the action level
exceedance questionnaire,
system was allowed to halt the
corrosion control treatment
instatlation steps based on
meeting the action levels
during the 2 consecutive 6-
month periods 7-12/98and
1-6/99. However, according to
the a handwritten note on the
state laboratory results printout
the sample taken on 2/11/99
was taken as an inorganic
sample {and therefore was not
a first flush sample as required
by the LCR).

Region 3 commends
MDEQ/LHDs for encouraging
systems to use voluntary
flushing (or removal from
service) to reduce lead/copper
at taps with elevated levels
while fixture
repair/replacement or
additional studies are
underway.
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MI2520727

Genesee Grand Junction
Center-VG's Well
MIZ2520727

NT/
500

. 1998 nitrate
M/R

1-6/99 LCR "
M/R

Yes*-1/15/99 CF for T998 nitrate
M/R, 7-12/98 LCR M/R. metals
and cyanide M/R viols (instructs
system to post enclosed PN, and 1o
return signed/dated copy BUT no
signed/dated PN ir file).
Handwritten note dated 1/21on the
copy of CF issued with the leiter,
and a 1/28 letter to the system
explainsthat the fine had been
reduced from $800 to $200
because the system had sampled
for nitrate and LCR (on 12/30/98),
and for metals, and only missed its
cyanide sample. The results were
not recorded because the system
did not use its WSSN #, and was
instructed to use it for ail future
samples, and that al results must
be received in the LHD office by
the due date.

R/FW notices were issued on
9/10/98, 10/22/98, and 11/20/98.

No- The 7/12/99 NOV should
have assessed a 5200 fine instead
of warning of a fine, should have
set a new date in 30 days for LCR
sample, and warn of $400 fine.

NOV instructs the system to

post enclosed PN, and to return
signed/dated copy BUT no
signied/dated PN in file.

R/FW notices issued on 5/24/99,
and 6/21/99

A mimmum of one and usually
wo R/FW notices were sent
for TCR quarterly samples
from mid-1998 to mid-2000.
except for the 1-3/00 and 4-
6/00 samples for which none
were sent. Three notices were
issued the 1999 annual nitrate
sample. 3 R/CF notices were
issued for 1998 annual nitrate
sample, and 2 were issued for
the 1999 sample. 2 R/FW
notices were issued for LCR
6-month initial tap mon.
sampiing for the 1-6/99 period,
and nene was issued for the
7-12/99 period.

The R/FW notices issued
9/10/98, 9/23/98. 3/4/99.
3/29/99. 5/24/99, and 6/21/99,
incorrectly state that the State
authorizes $200 fines for the
I* quarterly monitoring
violation. MDEQ’s CF policy.
however, requires that a R/AFW
notice be issued tor the 1®
quarterly vigiation, and a CI
for the second and each

" subsequent violations.

The 7/12/99 NOV/tine
warning letter for 4-6/99 TCR
M/R should have warned it
will be fined $200 if it has an
additional TCR M/R viol.
betore 4/1/00 (2 withina 12
month period per Civil Fine
Policy) instead of if have
another viol. in the next 12 m.
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7-12/99 LCR
M/R

4-6/99 TCR
M/R

4-6/00 TCR
M/R

No-A R/FW notice was not issued
prior to 1/24/00 CF issued for 7-
12/99 LCR M/R viol., and CF
should have set new date in 30
days for LCR. sample, and warned
of $400 fine. CF instructs system
to post enclosed PN, and to return
signed/dated copy BUT ne
signed/dated PN in

file.

Yes- 7/12/99 NOV/fine warning
Jetter issued.

NOV instructs the system to

post enclosed PN, and to return
signed/dated copy BUT no
signed/dated PN in file,

R/FW natices were issued on
5724799, and 6/21/99.

No-No infermal NOV/fine
warning in file.

The other R/FW notices, most
of which were issued later, did
contain correct fine policy
language

No documentation in file that
MDEQ was notified of the
voided fines.

Region 5 commends Genesee

-CHD for sending system

monitoring schedules near the
beginning of 199%and 2000.

However, the 11/1/99 letter
{note written on it says sent
1/31/00) instructed the system
that its next LCR is due by
6/30/01, when it should have
said by 12/31/00 because the
system had not yet sampled
during two consecutive rounds,
and did not sample during the
1% or 2" half of 1999,

1/15/99, 7/22/99, and 1/24/00
CF are not entered into
SDWIS.

The 1998 nitrate M/R viol.
should not have been entered
into SDWIS.

The SOX code was not entered
into SDWIS for this violation
until 9/20/99.

26




7712700 informal NOV (SIA)
for 4-6/00 TCR M/R viol. in
SDWIS was not in the file.

MI2520899

Affairs to Remember

™
40

1999 TCR
M/R

1999 nitrate
M/R

Yes-1724/00 CF for 1999 znnual
TCR and nitrate M/R violations
($200 fine for each). Instructs
systern to post enclosed PN, and to
return signed/dated copy BUT no
signed/dated PN in file.

R/FW notices sent on 8/31/99, and
12/31/99

Yes*-1/24/00 CF, and R/FWs (see
above)

1724700 CF not entered into
SDWIS for 1999 TCR and
nitrate M/R viols.

No documentation that the
LHD notified the system
regarding repeat sample
requirements following the
3/8/00 TC+ routine sample. or
10 take 3 routine TCR sampley
during 4:00.

Based on the sample result loy
sheet, it appears that the
system took 5 TCR repeat
samples on 3713 and 3 routine
samples in 4/00. It could not
be ascertained if the system
took at least one repeat sample
from the same tocation as the
3/8/00 TC+ routine sampie,
and if the remaining samples
were split between the raw
sample tap and approved
distribution sample tap{s).

Region 5 cominends Genesee
CHD for sending 2/8/00 letter
placed system on gtly TCR
frequency beginning with |-
3/00 qtr. because of violations.
{See above comments under
Dog House Lounge).
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The letter also advises system
to monitor as early as possible
to avoid additional fines or
enforcement actions as labs
sometimes experience delays
in reporting sample results.

MI12520963 Georgie's Market TN/ 1998 TCR No-SDWIS shows an CF issued on
MI2520963 25 M/R._ 1/15/99 linked to both the 1998
' e TCR and Nitrate M/R viols, but
there i1s no documentation in the
e ~ | file. : :
_1998 Nitrate | -No*- See above )
M/R - T .
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MI2521136

Smoke Rise Business
“Office.

1999 Nitrate
M/R

Yes*-1/24/99 CF issued

Unreported TCR major mon.
M/R viol. Based on the water
sample result log. system did
not take a TCR sample for the
7-9/98 quarter. Violation not
entered into SDWIS. and no
documentation of follow-up
in the file.

One or two R/FW notices sent
for most TCR quarterly
samples from mid-1998 to
mid-2000, and three were sent
for the 1999 annual nitrate
sample.

The earlier TCR R/FW noticus
issued on 9/23/98, 6/22/99,
and &/31/99 incorrectly state
that the State authorizes $200
fines for the 1% quarterly
monitoring viotation. MDEQ's
CF policy, however, requires
that a R/FW notice be issued
for the I quarterly violation,
and a CF for the second and
each subsequent violations.
The later R/FW notices did
contain the correct

fine policy language.

9/28/98 sanitary survey letter
should have set the annual
pitrate monitoring due date
prior to the end of year.
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MIZ2521364

Beta Theta Pi

NT/
35

7-12/98 LCR
initial tap
M/R viol.

7-12/99 LCR
initial tap
M/R viol.

1-3/00 TCR
M/R

No—1/15/9% $200 CF for 7-12
initial tap M/R viol. should have
assessed a $400 instead of $200
fine per warning in 7/22/98 CF
issued to system for 1-6/98 LCR -
M/R viol. “..,if there are additional
monitoring violations in the next
12 months, this supply is subject
to a $400.00 fine for each failure
to sample.” Also, 1/15/99 (and
7/22/98) CFs should have set new
due date within 30 days for the
LCR sample, and warn system a
5400 fine wil! be assessed if does
not sample by the new due date.
After the EV, MDEQ advised that’
Genesee CHD has been notified of
this and agreed to include a new
deadline in future letters.

1/15/99 CF instructs system to
post enclosed PN, and to return
signed/dated copy BUT no
signed/dated PN 1n file.

R/FW notice issued on 10/28/98

Yes-1/11/00 R/FW notice sent for
coliform bacteria, nitrate, VOC,
SOC, cyanide, LCR and metals
monitoring.

No- Instead of issuing the 4/12/00
$200 CF for this violation, the
LLHD should have issued a written
warning that system would receive
a $200 fine if had another
monitoring violation within a
specified 12 month period.

Unreported TCR maj. routine
mo. viel. for 1-12/99,
Enforcement follow-up
procedures were followed for
this violation. 1/24/00 CF
issued. R/FW notices were
issued on 8/31/99,11/1/99, and
2/1/99.

The 4/12/00 CF was not coded
into SDWIS correctly. The
SIA code for
violation/reminder notice was
entered instead of the SFM
code for State Administrative
Penalty assessed.

It appears that the 7-12/99
LCR initial tap M/R viol.
should not have been entered
into SDWIS, and should have
been removed from SDWIS,
because there are DWRPD lab
results for lead and copper
analysis of a sample taken on
12/5/99.

DWRPD’s 6/17/97 pelicy and
procedures for CFs, and the

~ other materials, inctuded in the

CFs implementation package
sent to the LHDs with

Flint Watt’s letter of 7/31/97,
e.g., flow chart for the
Noncommunity program,
indicate that civil fine letters
issued for LCR initial tap M/R
viols. should set a new
sampling date within 30 days.
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-4/12/00 CF instructs system to

post encltosed PN, and to return
signed/dated copy BUT no
signed/dated PN in file.

R/FW notice issued on 10/28/98
and 3/23/00.

R/FW nétices issued on 3/31/00
and 3/23/00.

But, other than the above
reminder/warning notices there
was documentation in the file that
the system had been issued a
notification/explanation regarding
increasing its monitoring
frequency for coliform bacteria
from annual to guarterly beginning
with the 1-3/00 quarter.

8/31/99, and 12/1/99 R/FW
notices for 1-12-/99 TCR
sample, and 6/6/00, and
6/20/00 R/FW notices for
4-6/00 TCR sample state that
latest TCR sample result the
LHD has for the system is for a
1/29/98 sample, but the sample
result log sheet also includes
12/3/98 sample result.

LHD’s copy of two 1/25/00
MDEQ letters to the system for
delingquent civil fines that had
been issued for lead/copper,
and bacteriological monitaring
viols. respectively, shows
MDEQ tracking of civil line
payment and [eed-back to the
LHD. However, the letters and
attached imvoices do not
specify the monitoring period
in which the violation for
which the system has not paid
the fine occurred. 1t is not
ctear if the LCR M/R viol. fine
delinquency natice is for the
fine issued for the 1-6/98 or
7-12/88 violation. Also. itis
not clear what TCR M/R viol.
fine the other delinquency
netice is referring to. The
most recent TCR M/R in
SDWIS prior to this letter Is an
annual M/R viol. for 1997,
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MIi252149

3

Doodle Bugs Daycare

g1/
NT

7-9/98 TCR
MCL

No-Based on the sample results
log sheet, and the $/30/98 SOX
date in SDWIS, it appears the
LHD lifted precautionary
measures based on only one
negative “check™ sample (taken on
9/14 following TC+ check samples
taken on 7/14 -7/16, and 8/3-8/6.

No NOV letter in the file.

There is a copy of a posting dated
7/10 signed by the LHD, and the
system which warns customers
not to drink the water, provides
information on the total coliform
standard, potential health affects,
and says an alternate source of
water is being'made available

‘while the problem is investigated

by management and the LHD, and
corrections are being made. The
LHD representatives phone # is
included. [t appears the LHD

delivered the PN on a site visitto .

the system on 7/10/98.

A handwritten note, dated 7/10/98,
on an unsigned copy of a warning
notice “loose well cap observed
(sealed with electrical tape),”
suggests a LHD site visit.

No documentation that LHD
instructed system to chlorinate the
well and take check samples,

No documentation that LHD
notified system that it was

Unreported LCR initial tap
M/R viols. for 7-12/98, and 1-
6/00, and no decumentation in
file of enforcement follow-up.
A R/FW notice was issued on
10/22/98 for the 7-12/98
sample. An R/FW notice
could not be found for the 1-
6/00 sample.

Unreported TCR minor
routine M/R viol, for 10/98.
System did not get a
replacement for the 1 (of 3)
inconclusive samples it took on
10/28/98

7/12/99 CF for 1-6/99 LCR
initial tap M/R viol., and
1/24/00 CF for 1999 TCR and

_nitrate M/R viols. not in

SDWIS. (SIA code entered
instead)

The SOX code needs to be
linked to the 1999 nitrate M/R
viol. because the system
sampled for nitrate in 2/00 and
3/00 per the sample result log.

R/FW notices were also issued
for the 7-12/99 LCR initial tap
sample on 11/1/99-(system
sampled on 10/5/99}, and on
6/6 and 6/20 for the 4-6/00
TCR sample {system sampled
on 6/28).

ek
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1-6/99 LCR
initial tap
M/R

returned to compliance, and could
1ift PMs, and that it should take 5
routine samples in 8/98.

It appears that the system took

3 routine samples on 10/28/98, but
one sample was inconclusive. The
-system did not take a replacement.
sample.

Yes-7/12/99 CF, BUT CF should
have set new due date within 30
days for the LCR sample, and
warn system a $400 fine will be
assessed if does not sample by the
new due date. : ' :
After the EV, MDEQ advised that
Genesee CHD has been notified of
this and agreed to include a new
deadline in future letters.

CF instructs system to post
enclosed PN, and to return
signed/dated copy BUT no
signed/dated PN in file.

'R/FW issued to system on 5/24/99.

Region 5 commends Genesee
CHD for sending 2/28/00 letter
that increases total coliform
mon. frequency to quarterly
(starting with the

1-3/00 qtr.) because of 1999
annual M/R viol. (See above
comments under Dog House
Lounge)

Region § recommends that the
LHD code its 7/10/98 site visit
(following the 7/98 TCR
MCLY} into SDWIS (SIC code
for State technical assistance
visit), as well as the associated
State issued PN (SFG).
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1999 TCR Yes-1/24/00 CF for 1999 TCR and
M/R nitrate M/R viols. (instructs system
to post enclosed PN, and to return
signed/dated copy BUT no
signed/dated PN in file). -
R/FW notices were sent to the
system for the 1999 TCR and
nitrate samples on 8/31/99,
11/1/99, and 12/1/99.
1999 nitrate Yes*-1/24/00 CF for 1999 TCR
M/R and nitrate M/R viols. (see above)
MI2521511 Academy of Flint NT/ 10-12/99 No- Instead of issuing the 1/24/00 | No enforcement follow-up in
25 TCR M/R $200 CF for this violation, the file for viol. of State imposed
LHD should have issued a written | VOC mon. schedule. (This is
warning that system would receive | a State violation and does not
a $200 fine if had another have to he reported to SDWIS,
monitoring viclation within a because the federal compliance
specified 12 month period. period doesn’t end until
1/24/00 CF 12/31/01.) VOC sample was
instructs system to post enclosed due by 12/31/99 per mon.
PN, and to return signed/dated schedule in 10/22/99 sanitary
copy BUT no signed/dated PN in survey letter for this new
file. system (approved by DWRPD
on 8/25/99), but there were no
A R/FW notice was issued on VOC sample results in the file.
12/2/99. ;
R/FW natices for 4-6/00 TCR
1-6/00 LCR No-CF should have been issued. sample issued on 6/6/00 (also
M/R The 6/23/00 R/CF notice for the reminds system to take its

1-6/00 sample should have been
issued earlier (30 days before the
end of the mon, period}

2000 nitrate sample} and

6/22/00.
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SYSTEM ID | NAME POP ‘| VIOLATIONS STATE ACTION FOLLOWS
FLOW CHART?
MI12520357 Retail Stores - Suszek Properties 30/ | 1999-TCR M/R Yes (for both viols.)-TCR/Nitrate* LHD rec’d. 1/25/00 ltr. from
NC 1999 Nitrate M/R M/Rs~- NOV/PN reqguest sent system with {2//21/99 bacti/nitrate

1/24/00. Reminder letr sent 8/3/99
and 12/1/99 for bacti and nitrate.
2-5200 civil fines assessed for not
collecting the Nitrate and bacti in
1999. On Feb §, 2000, LHD
changed system from annual to
quarierly TCR monitoring. But'the
log sheet shows a sample (ND)
submitted 12/21/99, LHD rec’d.
1/25/00 ltr. from system with
12//21/99 bacti/nitrate results 5o
fines were waived.

results so fines were waived. So
the TCR and nitrate M/Rs should
not have been reported to SDWIS.

Region 5 commends Genesee
CHD for sending the 2/8/00 letter
placed system on gtiy. TCR
frequency beginning with 1-3/00
gtr. because ol past mon,
viotations. {Sce above comments
under Dog House Lounge).

Date for NOV/PN request (SIA) in |

SDWIS is 1/11/00; but the actual
date of the letter is 1/24/00. When
violations are generated in the T2
database, the program assumes the
sanitarian will be sending out
violation notices the same day, and
therefore uses the current date as
the S1A date. The LHD needed to
submit its quartlery data to the
state before it got a chance to
prepare and send out the viclation
notices. MDEQ accepts minor
descrepancies because they cannot
easily change the computer
program.

[ P,
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Fenton Hifl Office Plaza

65/
NT

7-12/99-LCR M/R

No-LHD should have issued a
R/FW notice before the end of the
mon. period.

NOV lir. 1/24/00 for 7/1/99
compliance period, LHD assessed
$200 fine for 7/1/99 monitoring
period.

First round lead/copper on

1 6/28/00-ND. Lead/Copper sample

taken 1/7/01-ND.

Date for NOV/PN request (8IA) in
SDWIS is 1/11/00; but the actual
date of the letter is 1/24/00. See
comment for same discrepancy for
previous system.

MI2520504

Olde Autumn Lounge

200/
NC

1999-TCR M/R
1999-Nitrate M/R

4-6/00-TCR M/R

Yes {for both viols.).* 1/24/00
NOV lir./PN request assessed
$200 fines for these annual
violations. R/FW notice issued on
12/1/99, LHD sent itr. 2/8/00
changing from annual to quarterly.

No- No NOV/PN letter in file.
7/12/00 informal NOV reported to
SDWIS. ‘

6/6/00 reminder ltr. for 4-6/00
sample sent.

Region 5 commends Genesee
CHD for sending the 2/8/00 letter
placed system on gtly. TCR
frequency beginning with 1-3/00
qtr. because of past mon.
violations. (See above comments
under Dog House Lounge)
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MI2521111

Dutchmen’s Deli

28/
NC

10-12/98-TCR M/R.

10-12/99-TCR M/R

Yes-NOV ltr. sent 1/15/99 for M/R
bacti for 10/1/98.

Yes-1/24/00 NOV ltr. assessing
$200 fine for this viol. Reminder
ltr. 12/1/99 to sample for 10/1/99

{ quarter.

Unreported TCR M/R viol, for
7-9/98, No NOV ltr. sent,
Reminder letter was sent 9/9/98.

Unreported TCR M/R viol, for
1-3/99. Reminder Mrs. sent 3/4/99
and 3/29/99. NOV lir. sent
4/22/99 said they would assess the
$200 civil fine i any more
viglations.

System did not take any of'the 3
required routine samples in Oct.
tfollowing the 9/27, pos. sample:
and 4 neg, repeats on 9/30/99.
Majar routine M/R viclation was
reported for [0-12/99.

Reminder ltrs. sent 8/31/99 and
9/20/99 to do 7-9/99 bacti.

A 1/11/00 informal NOV is
reported to SDWIS instead of the
1/24 civil fine.

Reminder {tr. sent 6/6/00 and
6/20/00 for bacti,

Lots of reminder rotices, but
doesn’t appear that they are too
effective with this system.

Sept. 2000 was outside of our
review period, but the followup of
pos. samples in Sept 2000 did not
set resclved untit 1/3/01. LHD
should consider temporarily
revoking systemt’s food license in
such cases.




MI2520744

Otisville Assembly of God

200/
NC

7-9/98-TCR MCL

No-No NOV found in file. Signed
PN dated 9/3/98 in file. Site visit

Jinspection report in file RE: TCR

MCL to discuss possible
chlorination and further sampling.
MCL resclved in November-4
non-detect (NID) check samples on
11/9/98 and 4 ND on 11/17/98.

CHD also took 4 ND check
samples on 11/2/98.

No documentation that system was
instructed to take 3 routine
samples in 12/98.

5 routine samples were taken late.
None were taken in 12/98 and
1/99, 5 were taken in 2/99.

7-9/98 TCR MCL should have
been reported for 8/98 instead
because system took 5 samples that
month as required because system
had an unconfirmed bacti positive
sample the previous month (7/13
TCH, and 4 neg. samples on 7/16).

Unreported TCR major M/R viol.
for 10-12/99. Not acknowledged
by LHD-No NOV.

Sanitary survey lir. of 5/11/00,
states quarterly bacti monitoring..

Reminder letters that warn of fines
issued on 3/13/00 and 3/23/00, for

| first quarter 1-3/00; 12/1/99, for

10-12/99 quarter; 8/31/99 and
9/20/99, for 7-/99 quarter; and
6/8/99 for 4-6/99 quarter.
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NT3820042

Beach Bar, [nc..

TN/

500

10-12/9%
TCR MCL

No-No NOV letter sent but notes
on the 1998 T2 history report

indicate the LHD cailed the system -

on 12/14 and instructed it to
disinfect the well following the
4 TC+ repeats samples (LHD had

dropped off the bottles and a letter
_requiring 4 repeats at the system

on 12711 following the 12/10/98
TC+ routine sample). The LHD
posted a PN at the system, and
there is a copy of the sighed
{LHD, and owner, dated (12/15)
posting in the file. The PN says an
alternative source of water is being

‘made available while the problem

is investigated and corrections are

- made. - After system got

consecutive neg, check samples on
12/17 and ‘
12/18, LHD sent system a return
to compliance notice on 12/22/98,

‘advising it can remove the posting,

BUT it does not tell system to take
5 routine samples the nex: month.”
System collected 5 samples in
1/99. The investigation into the
cause of the MCL viol. is

- documented. -

Following the EV, MDEQ advised
that a more accurate SOX date of
12/22/98 will be submitted to
replace the 4/16/99 SOX date that
was reported to SDWIS.

Following the EV, MDEQ
advised that a 3/11/99 SOX
date had been submitted to
SDWIS/FED on 3/9/01 for the
1-3/99 TCR MCL SDWIS, and
a more accurate SOX date of
12/22/98 will be submitted for
the 10-12/98 MCL viol.

11/18/99
reminder/enforcement warning
for 10-12/99 TCR samgple.

The notice does not warn-of a
fine. Jackson CHD did not -
adopt the State fine policy until
2001. System sampled on
11729, '

L 12/22/99 letter sent to system

regarding sanitary survey
LHD conducted on 9/9/99,
instructs system to install a raw
water sample tap, and sample
for total coliform during the ¥

. month of each quarter, and

nitrate/nitrite annually.

1271700 letter to system states

that a follow-up inspection was
conducted (12/1/007) and .
thanks system for installing the

raw water sample tap.
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1-3/99 TCR
MCL

No- 3/3/99 informal NOV,

3/11/99 State PN request shown in
SDWIS/FED were not in file.

Also, no documentation in file of
LHD letters, calls, visits to system
re. need to take repeat samples
following 3/2/99 TC+ routine
sample, post PN, provide an
alternative source of water,

investigate to determine the cause
and take corrective actions
needed; chlorinate the well after
repairs are completed; and.
resample until a minimum of 2 ‘
consecutive negative totat coliform
samples are taken at least 8 hours
apart.. No documentation of LHD
notification of system that it was
returned to compliance afier
system took negative check
samples on 3/10 and 3/11, and that
it instructed it to take 3 routine
samples the next month. Also, no
documentation in file of an
investigation into the cause of the
MCL viol.. corrective action, or
that the system was disinfected.

Following the EV, MDEQ advised
that a 3/11/99 SOX date had been
submitted to SDWIS/FED on.
3/9/01.

There is a copy of a PN signed by
the system and the LHD in the file,
and system collected 5 (neg.)
routine samples in 4/99.
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MI3820084

Wildwood Acres
Campground

TN/
164

7-9/98 TCR
MCL

No-no NOV letter to system in file
instructing system to determine
cause, take corrective action,
chlorinate the well, and take check
samples. Copy of PN dated 7/10
signed by LHD and system owner
which advises that alternative
source of water is being made
available while the problem is
investigated and corrections are
made.

LHD called system on 7/7

following 7/6 TC+ routine sample,

and made site visit and posted PN
on 7/10.

No documentation in the file of
LHD notifying system that it had
returned to compliance (7/17/98
SOX entered into SDWIS), and to
remove the posting, and take 5
routine samples the next month,
There is also no documentation of
the investigation into the cause and
what the problem was. and that
system chiorinated the well.
System did write “chlorinated” on
the sample analysis forms for the 2
check samples taken on 7/13.

Also, according to the 10/26/98
Lab Water Report, the system did

‘not have 2 consecutive negative

check samples before it was
returned to compliance on
7/17/98. There are results for 2
neg. samples taken on 7/15 at Lots
# 12 and 64 spigots, a positive

Unreported 8/98TCR major
M/R viol. {(system did not take
any of the 3 required routine
samples), and no enforcement
follow-up in file.

None of'the 4 repeat sampies
taken on 7/8 following the
7/6/98 routine TC+ sample
were taken from a raw water
sample tap. The tap where the
7/6/98 routine TC+ sample
was taken could not be
determined because the lab slip
was not in the file, and the cnly
location information provided
for it in the Street column on
the 10/26/98 Lab Water Report
is Goose Lk, i.e., no fot # or
other info. :

The 10/26/98 Lab Water
Report shows non-detect
results for the following
samples. but the lab slip result
in the file is TC+: 7/13/98
samples from Lol #12, and Lot
#64; and the 10/26/98 report
shows a “"POS” result for the
7/8/98 standpipe "A” sample,
but the lab slip result in the
file is “non-detect .

There are results for 2 samples
taken on 7/15 (both neg.) taken
at Lot # 12 spigot, and the Lot

- # 64 spigot. However, the

10/26/98 Lab Water Report
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sample taken on 7/16 at Lot #12.
and [neg. sample taken on 7/17 at
Lot #13,

only has the results for the Lot
#12 sample.

The system is shown as having
1 service connection in
SDWIS, but each site having
an RV hook up should have
been counted as a single
service connection per the
Chief, Noncommumty Umt
DWRP

Season start and end clates in
SDWIS are4/1 and 9/30, BUT

~monitoring s¢hédale in 'sanitary

survey letter in file requires

- -\on&sample befdre opening in

Spring; one in the 3" calendar
“qir. quarter; and one before
“close: (presumab]y in 4th cal.

qtr ) -

MOI]ltOI‘ll’]U 11/18/99

reminder/enforcement warning

for 1999 nitrate sample. The

notice does not warn of a fine.

Jackson CHD did not adopt the
" State fine policy until 2001.

| System sampled on 11129,
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- MI3820299

Twin Knolls Golf

TN/
100

1668 nitrate
M/R

7-9/98 TCR

M/R

No*- no NOV letter or PN frem
system in the file. 1/1/99 informal
NOV (S1A) shown in SDWIS,
System sampled on 3/31/99 and
SOX entered into SDWIS.

Yes-10/1/98 NOV warns system if
it misses another quarterly sample
it wili receive a CF and an
informal conference will be
requested (system wouid have
become a TCR M/R SNC). The
system had a violation the
previous quarter

{(4-6/98), so could have been
issued a CF for the 7-9/98 viol.

- However, the LHD did not issue

an NOV/warning for the 4-6/98
viol., (PRIOR TO EV PERIOD
OF REVIEW), and Jackson CHD
did not adopt the State fine policy
until 2001.

The 4-6/98 viol. is included in the
PN along with the 7-9/98 TCR
M/R viol. in the PN aftached to
10/1 NOV, and the NOV instructs
the system to post it, BUT doesn’t
require it to return a signed/dated

copy.

Unreported 4-6/08. TCR maj.
mon. M/R viol. (PRIOR TO
EV PERIOD OF REVIEW).

The NOVs in the file for the
7-9/98. and 4-6/00 TCR M/R
viols, are not in SDWIS.
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10-12/98
TCR M/R

4-6/00 TCR
M/R

No-no NOV letter or PN from
system in the file. 1/1/9% informal
NOV (SIA) in SDWIS

Yes-NOV letter instructs system to
post enclosed PN, and to return
signed/dated copy BUT no
signed/dated PN in file.

The PN provided by the LHD with

-this NOV letter is an improvernent

over the PN included with the
NOV letter for the 7-9/98 TCR
M/R viol. because it instructs
system to return a signed/dated
copy of PN, includes health effects
information, and in addition to the
LHD phone number, includes the
LHD representatives name, and

the name and phone number of the
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MI3820717

Jackson Brewing Co.

TN/

10-12/99

TCR M/R

1999 nitrate
M/R

"No-no NOV letter in file. Sample

log says “no notice sent.”
LHD 11/18/99 monitering
reminder to system is in file.

No*-no NOVletter in file.
11/18/99 reminder notice in file.

Unreported 10/98 TCR major
routineg M/R viol. System did
not take any of the 5 required
routine samples the next month
after 921 TC+ sample. und +
neg. 925 repeat samples.
System did not sample at all
during 4" cal. qur./98. No
enforcement follow-up in file.

Apparent unreported TCR
monthly major routine M/R
viol. for 2™ {entry on data basce
printout for this quarter says
“NAZ”Y (prier to EV review
period), and 2, and 3%,
calendar quarter of 1999, No
enforcement follow-up in file

for any of these.

Region 5 commends Jackson
CHD for teliing system to take
quarterly TCR samples early m
the quarter in its 4/23/967
sanitary survey letter, and for
requiring annual VOC
sampling for TNs located in an
underground storage tank area.

MI13820024

Hanover Main Street Pub,
Inc.

TN/
25

4-6/00 TCR
M/R

Yes-8/9/00 NOV issued BUT no
signed/dated PN in file.

MI3820619

Jackson Athletic Club

TN/
100

1999 nitrate
M/R

No*- No NOV letter in file.
1/31/00 informal NOV(SIA) in
SDWIS.

Note in file states that for 1999
electronic data erased when lab
closed in 12799, and unable 10
locate any data for 1999,
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3ays it was not sent because the
systemn had lost its food license
and closed.

7/13/00 S1A is in SDWIS,

MI382046| Shenan igan’s TN/ 7-9/98 TCR: Yes-NOV in file. 1/'3 1/00
150 M/R - informal NOV(SIA) in SDWIS.
S no signed/dated PN in file.
10-12/99 No-no NOV in file. )
TCR M/R
MI3820670 Bumstead’s M13820670 TN/ 1998 nitrate | Yes *- NOV in file, and note on - | 4-6/00 TCR maj. routine M/R
25 M/R handwritten sampling summary in | viol. (and 7-9/00 TCR M/R
file that system posted PN for this | viol. beyond EV review
viol. on 1/1/99, BUT no period) shouid have been
signed/dated PN in file. SOX removed from SDWIS after
code {dated 2/1/99) entered into LHD became aware that the
SDWIS after system sampled in system was closed during this
1999 (on 1/31/99 per handwritten time.
sampling summary). .
) ‘ After the EV, MDEQ advised
10-12/98 Yes-NOV in file, BUT the NOV that this violation, as well as
TCR M/R refers to this as-a semi-annual viol. | the 3* gtr. viol. will be
" However, TCR monitoring removed from SDWIS,
schedule documentation in the file
is for quarterly, not semi-annual Reference to a semi-annual
sampling., BUT no signed/dated TCR monitoring viol. needs to
PN in file. be corrected or explained in
C the file,
4-6/00 TCR Yes-Draft 8/11/00 NOV in file
M/R with handwritten note on it that

SDWIS shows an informal
NOV(SIA) was issued on
7/13/00 for 4-6/00 TCR M/R
viel., but the file indicates the
NOV was not sent because the
the system was closed during
this quarter.
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MI3820757 First Stop Inc. TN/ 1-3/60 TCR No-no NOV was issued. 4/10/00 informal NOV({S1A}
200 M/R for 1-3/060 TCR M/R viol.,
should not have been entered
into SDWIS. Note in file
reads “no sample 1" qtr. and
no monitering violation
notice.”
a Pleasant Lake Center TN/ 1-3/060 TCR No-no NOV in file. 4/10/00
MI3820064 30 M/R informal NOV(SIA) in SDWIS
4-5/00 TCR Yes-NOV in file, BUT no
M/R signed/dated PN in file.
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SYSTEM ID . NAME - POP. "~ | VIOLATIONS STATE ACTION OTHER COMMENTS
' o ' FOLLOWS FLOW CHART?
MI3820230 Traveibdge 200}’ ' 10-12/99-TCR-MCL No- No NQV letter in file, MCL-Public health protection
o NC But good public health good.

1999-Nitrate-M/R

protection. A neg. was reptd.
on 11/10, but when mold was
found in water line, LHD
visited and began sampling.
Posted, chlorinated on 1 1/17
and PN rec’d from system
11/17. LHD's RTC letter
11/29/9% requested 5 add’l.
samples on 11/16/99, but
LHD meant 12/16/99.

SOX reported to SDWIS,
Nitrate*-No M/R violation

ltr. sent and no posting sent
to State.

System apparently thought the
5 ND samples taken 11/22 met
the 5 routine requirement that
were to be taken [2/16 because
of a typo in the RTC letter
dated 11/29/99 “take 5 routine
samples by 11/16/99."
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MI13820697

Waterloo Recreation
Area

10-12/99-TCR M/R

4-6/00-TCR MCL

No- No NOV/request for PN
letter found in file.

Yes-Viol confirmed on 5/15.
NOV/Posting sent to system
5/30, signed and faxed back
on same day. RTC letter
dated 6/7/00 which req’d. 5
samples on 6/30.

4 of 5 6/27 routines TC+ -
unreported monthly MCL for
6/00. Positives continued in
7/00. Neg. check samples.
7/25 and 8/2. RTC letter sent
8/10. SOX reported to
SDWIS.

Unreported 1-3/99 TCR M/R
vial. No bacti slip found in
file.

1/31/00 informal NOV in
SDWIS for 10-12/99-TCR
M/R not found in file.

System did take a sample
11/12/99 so the reptd. 10-
12/99 M/R violation is
incorrect.

Apparently, LHD coded the
M/R vial. wrong by entering
10/99 instead of 1/99.

A TCR MCL viol. should have
also been reported for the
month of 6/00 because the
system was on a monthly mon,
schedule and required to
collect 5 routine samples
because it had been cleared of
an MCL violation by the LHD
in May. Well was chlorinated
but had another positive
sample in July. LHD sent
system a “sequence of events”
sheet on 7/24, and an RTC .
letter sent on 8/10 after 2
negative check samples.
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MI3820083

Pulaski Free Methodist

120/
NC

4-6/00-TCR MCL 1 Yes-Pos on 6/22. LHD letter

on 6/28/00 said positive and
do 4 repeats. 2nd pos. on
6/28. 6/29 MCL NOV letter
provides detailed instructions
to the system, and inciudes a
PN posting notice for system
to use, BUT does not request
system to send back as
signed/dated copy. However,
a signed dated (6/29) copy of
the PN is in the file. RTC
letter to system 7/27/00. 5
routines done on 8/7/00.

SOX reported to SDWIS,

6/29/00 NOV letter instructs
system to take 5 bacti
samples in 8/00 from the well
instead of the distribution
system as required by the
TCR.

LHD provided very timely

- response to positive sample.

System was apparently on
annual before 1/2000, then put
on quarterly in 1/2000. San.
surv. ltr. 12/28/99 says on
quarterly, but no

documentation in the file that

systern was annual or quarterly
m 98 and 99.
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M13820395

Kingdom Hall

100/
NC

1-3/00-TCR M/R

Yes-NOV sent to system on
4/10/00 for M/R, BUT no
posting found in file.

No indication in file as to
quarterly or annual bacti
monitoring.

Unreported M/R violation for
1999 if annual; otherwise 4
quarterly M/R violations.
Only two samples taken in
1998:; Jan 2 and 12/22, 50 2
unreported M/R violatiens for
second and third quarters
1998. '

The LHD comment referring
to 1999 was, “I don't
understand why no samples-it
is a functioning church and has
beeri for years.” ’

9/20/00 survey ltr.
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MI3820748

Loomis Park Baptist #2

300/
NT

1-3/00-TCR M/R~

No-No NOV sent, and no PN
sent or received for 1-3/00
TCR M/R viol.

New system beginning Jan
1998. Survey lir. 4/9/98
{survey done 1/7/98] states that
“water tests were negative”
from the survey, and that “the
next bacti sample (for
compliance purposes) will be
due after 1/1/98.>°

Unreported M/R viol. LHD
should have reported a M/R
viol. for 1/1/98 quarter, since
the sample (neg.j from the
survey cannot be counted as a

compliance samplé. (Prior

EV review period).

SDWIS says SIA 4/10/00, but 7}
LHD said ne violation notice
sent.
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Deer Run Golf Club

100

/NC

1999-Nitrate M/R

1-3/00-TCR M/R

No*-No NOV ltr./PN found

in file for nitrate violation
1/99.

System was closed per file.

{Quarterly bacti monitoring) '

7-9/98 TCR MCL reported late
to SDWIS. After the BV,
MDEQ advised thisviol. had
been reported to SDWIS on
3/9/01after the SDWIS réports

-used Tor the EV had been run.

Viol began with 4 pos from

‘Sept 21-30. No NOV letter

found in file. Posted on 9/28.
LHD reqd 4 repeats. The 4
repeats must be collected
within 24 hours of being
notified of being positive. So
at least 4 repeats should have
been taken on 9/30.
Unreported 7-9/98 minor
repeat M/R violation .

4 pos. between 10/5 and 11/3.
RTC itr. from LHD [1/18/98.
5 routines taken on 12/14/98.
No NOV in file for 1/1/00
TCR M/R - But LHD said

system was closed for first
quatter, 1-3/00.
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Mi6320174

Highlan& l.anes

TN/
40

7-9/98 TCR
M/R

1-3/99 TCR .

M/R

4-6/99 TCR |

M/R

No-System should have been
issued a formal NOV, and request
for informal conference because it
had been a SNC since 10/1/96

11/4/98 informal NOV sets
sampling due date before end of
the quarter, provides a PN for
system to post, BUT does not
require system to return a
signed/dated copy. It also waris
“A fine may be issued because of
the violations in accordance with
Act 165, PA, 1993, :

No-see entry for 7-9/98 viol.
5/3/99 informal NOV/fine warning
notice issued*

No-see entry for 7-9/98 viol.
7/22/99 informal NOV/fine
warning notice issued***

[ssuance of informal NOVs has
become niore timely,

A copy of a signed/dated PN
returned by the system to the
LHD was not in the file for any
of the violations/NOVs.

4/3/00 Monitoring Agreements
(SFK) and informal conference
(SIB) should have been linked
1o the systems TCR M/R
violations including the viol.
for the 1-3/00 quarter.

The SDWIS informal
enforcement code for PN
request {S1E) was not entered
for any of the informal NOVs
for M/R viols.,; and the PN
received (SIF) code was not
entered for any of the NOVs,
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7-9/99 TCR
M/R-

10-12/99
TCR M/R

1-3/00 TCR

M/R

1999 Nitrate
M/R

No-see entry for 7-9/98 viol.
10/13/99 informal NOV/ fine
warning notice***

Yes- 2/10/00 Notice of 3/{ Pre-
Hearing Conference warning
further enforcement for failure to
appear, and fines, and enforcement
against the system’s food service
license for continued mon.
noncompliance {requests system
bring coliform bacteria and nitrate
sample to conference).

Signed 4/3/00 Monitoring
Agreement with system.

Also, 1/12/00 informal NOV/ fine
warning notice issued***

Yes-4/10/00 informal NOV/fine
warning that correctly describes
the fine policy for quarterly
monitoring; sets sampling due date
before end of the quarter; and
provides a PN for system to post,
AND requires system to return a
signed/dated copy.

Yes*-1/12/00 informal NOV/ fine
warning notice*** | and 2/10/00
Notice of Pre-Hearing Conference
of 3/1 warning further enforcement
for failure to appear, and fines,

and enforcement against the
system’s food service license for
continued mon. noncompliance.
and signed 4/3/00 Monitering
Agreement with system.

including the 4/10/00 NOV
which requires system to -
return a signed/dated copy of
the PN. :

11/24/98 R/FW notice for the
10-12/98 TCR sample. Info.
on health effects of TCR, and
about free analysis for
businesses/residents in the
County is included.
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MI16320600

Camp Agawam

TN/
50

1-3/99 TCR
M/R

7-9/99 TCR
M/R

Yes-informal NOV/ fine warning
notice issued®**

Yes- informal NOV/ fine warning
notice issued***

System is on annual nitrate
mon. schedule, but samples for
nitrate almost every quarter (all
NDs), apparently voluntarily.
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MI63Z1548%*

Clarkston Mills

NT/
75

7-12/99 {ead
action level
exceedance

PE-Yes 3/21/00 letter (confirming
verbal communication same day)
notifying system it exceeded the
lead action level, and is required
to provide PE (a copy is enclosed
for system’s use containing all the
mandatory language), sample
source water, and select a
treatment option and submit to a
proposal for implementation..
Letter does not instruct system to
return a singed copy of the PE
notice, and LHD faxed another
copy the PE notice to system on
4/5 requesting system to faxa
signed/dated copy back. There is
a copy signed by the system dated
4/5 in the file. -

Source water [ead/copper mon, -
No. There is no documentation in
the file or on the State lab printout .
that system took a source water
sample. .

Optimal corrosion control
freatment -No

Based on the file and lab results
printout, system appears to have
met the requirement for systems
opting to conduct a treatment

study, that includes a lead/copper

source identification and removal
program, test ail drinking water
taps for lead/copper before the end
of the next §-month compliance
period, BUT not the requirement
that it test source water for.
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lead/copper during this same time
frame. ‘

ALSQ, there is also no

-| documentation in the file that taps
where the lead action level was

exceeded had been replaced, and
these locations were retested, and
the results were below the action
levels.’ -

The 7/21/00 letter to system
notifies system that it can
discontinue PE based on the
results of lead/copper samples
taken by the system as part of (he
treatment study, and advised it will
be eligible for annual lead/copper

“sampling if the next sample that is

due by.11/30/00 (for the 7-12/00
compliance period is below the

action levels.

Water quality parameter mon.-
These may be postponed during
the initia! treatment study. -
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B & V Construction

7-12/94 lead
action level
exceedance

PE-No There is no decumentation
in the file that the system took any
of the required steps following the
8/3/94 lead action level
exceedance, or any LHD
compliance '

assistance/enforcement follow -up

with the system following its
9/6/94 letter re. the 8/3/94 lead

action level exceedance at ane of -

two “bath” samples (and requires
system re-sample these taps, and

identify each tap on the lab slip so-

the samples can be differentiated).
There is also no documentation
that the system undertook a
lead/copper source identification
and removal program, and it
retested the tap where the action
level occurred.

The 9/6/94 letter advises system
that a PE program, additional
mon., and plan to reduce
lead/copper levels are required,
and to contact the LHD or MDEQ
for additional information.
BUT the letter does not provide
specific instructions, or an
example PE notice for system’s
use, and does not specifically
mention source water mon.
(PRIOR TO EV REVIEW
PERIOD}

Seurce water lead/copper mon.- -
No (see above).

Based on the lab database
printout, the system next
sampled in 5/96. There is no
docunentation in the file that
the 8/3/94 lead action level
exceedance was invalidated by

‘the LHD based on improper
sampling location, etc.

It appears the LHD may have
lost track of the 8/3/94 lead
action level exceedance. . [t

entered into a monitoring
-agreement (bilateral

compliance agreement) with
the system on 11/16/95 for
LCR initial tap mon. for the 2™
half of 1995, and 1* half of
1996,2nd charged it with M/R
violations for the 2" half of
1995, 2™ half 1996, and 1*
half 1997. (PRIOR TO EV
REVIEW PERIOD)

On 8/28/95 Region 5 issued a
Proposed Administrative Order.
to the system for its failure to
perform LCR initial tap M/R
viol. for the 7-12/93
compliance period. Based on
information provided the by
DWRD, R5 1ssued an
Administrative Order to system
on 3/11/98 for its failure to
monitar for lead/copper during
2 consecutive 6-month
compliance periods beginning
with the 7-12/93 period.
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Opntimal corrosion controi

treatment -No (see above).

Water quality parameter mon.-

These may be postponed during
the initial treatment study.

The AQ required the system to
coliect 5 lead/copper samples

during the 1™ and 2™ half of
1998, The system collected

| sample during the 1 half
1998, nene during the 2™ half
of 1998, 5 during the 1* and
2™ halfs of 1999 (6/24/99

samples were credited to the
2™ half of 1999).
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"MI16321365

Crossroads Free Will
Baptist Church M16321365

TN/

25

10-12/98
TCR M/R

Yes-1/7/99 NOVand Request for
Informal Conference (for 2/11-
but apparently re-scheduled), and
an unsigned monitoring agreement
for sampling during 4-6/99. and
subsequent quarters, with warning
of $200 fine for violations. -

BUT State QOrder not issued until
5/12/00 (after system failed to
appear at 3/8 hearing) which
proposes a CF of $400 {$200 for
1999 nitrate M/R, and $200 for 4-

| 6/00 TCR M/R; and requires .

system to post the consolidated. PN
provided; and sénid back acopyof -

| the signed/dated posting: :-BUT no
_copy of signed/dated PN fro "“}Tﬁ =
‘system.in ﬁle s e

(Formal’ enforcement

| should have began sooner because

systern had been a TCR M/R SNC -

-simnce 10/1/96, and a SNC .

Exception since 6/ 1/97).

11724/98 Teminider notice-/finé
warning says will issue $200 fine

if system fails to get sample by

12/11/98, but instead issued a
2/3/99 informal NOV/ fine
warning notice issued***

After the EV, MDEQ forwarded
Region 5 a sample log that
includes total coliform results for
samples taken 2/22/00, and $/4/00.

5/12/00 State Administrative
Order (SFL) not entered into
SDWIS

Reminder notice for 2000
nitrate sampling does not
contain fine warning,
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o

7-9/99 TCR
M/R

10-12/99
TCR M/R

1999 Nitrate
M/R

No- AQ not issued until 5/12/00
(after system failed to appear af
3/8 hearing) which proposes a CF
of $400 (5200 for 1999 nitrate
M/R, and $200 for 4-6/00 TCR
M/R. After the EV, MDEQ
forwarded Region 5 a sample log
that includes total coliform results
for samples taken 2/22/00, and
5/4/00. '

10/13/99 informal NOV/ fine
warning notice issued***

No-AQ not issued until 5/12/00
{(after system failed to appear at
3/8 hearing) which proposes a CF
of $400 (5200 for 1999 nitrate
M/R, and $200 for 4-6/00 TCR
M/R. After the EV, MDEQ
forwarded Region 5 a sample og
that includes total coliform resulis
for samples taken 2/22/00, and
5/4/00.

1/12/00 intormal NOV/ fine
warning notice issued***

Yes* -1/12/00 informal NOV/ fine
warning notice issued***

5/12/00 AQ proposed $200 fine
for this violation. After the EV,
LHD/MDEQ submitted a 2/15/01
SOX code for this violation.
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MI16321419%*

GM Proving Ground

NT/
5,000

6/19/00
(sample date)
jead action
level
exceedance

1/20/01
(sample date)
lead action

level

exceedance
(BEYOND
EV

REVIEW .

| PERIOD)

No documentation of LHD
instructions to the system or
foliow-up with the system re. the
action level exceedances in the
materials reviewed by the EVaudit
team.,

PE -No-For the 6/19/00
exceedance. There is no _
documentation that the PE notice
was distributed to each employee.
The 7/31/00 memo from the

" company’s Worldwide Facilities

Group, Environmental Services to
Miford Proving Ground (MPG)
managers transmits a copy of a PE
notice re. the exceedance which
includes all of the mandatory PE
language. Also, there is also no
signed/dated copy of the notice in
the file. .

The PE notice states that all
drinking water fountains have been
shut off, and bottied water and
point-of-use (POU) treatment
systems are being provided. It
states that fountains wili be
replaced with POU systems, infine
filters are being installed for
automatic coffee makers and -
vending machines, and that the
treatment systems will undergo
routine maintenance and "~ .
performance monitoring.

An attached fact sheet on
Innowave POU treatment systems
indicates that a non-POU
treatment systems is also being

GM has proposed to use POU
devices in lieu of central
corrosion control treatment
because central treatment
would cause the facility to
exceed the phosphorus limit in
its NPDES permit. GM had

already begun installing POU
devices to remove high levels
of iron.

After the EV, MDEQ
forwarded a copy of lead and
copper results for the system’s
set of 40 samples for the 7-
12/01 compliance period
collected on 7/10/01. The
resulis are below the lead and
copper actien levels.




instalied in the cafeteria to service
the high volume coffee maker used
for catered service. A
questicn/answer document is also
attached.

PE-Yes. For the 1/20/01
exceedance. (BEYOND EV
REVIEW PERIOD) The 2/8/01
memo to Proving Ground
employees “Update o Proving
Ground Drinking Water [ssues”
advises employees to drink water
from sources where a water
treatment device has been
installed, and avoid untreated
distribution system sources, €.£.,
bathroom sinks, lunchroom sinks, -
garage area sinks, ete. It states
that their testing has shown the
devices remove lead and copper
from the water to safe drinking
levels, 1t states that one third of
the devices have been instalied
and that the rest will be installed’
by mid-April, 261, An updated
copy of the PE notice is aftached.

Source water fead and copper

-monitoring - Yes MDEQ advised

that source water monitoring
occurred 6/19/00, and results were
below the action levels, BUT a
copy of these results were not
immediately available. MDEQ
also advised that another sample
was taken from the pump room on
11/17/00 and provided a
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copy of the results; .007 mg/l lead.
and .08 mg/l copper which are
both results were below the action
levels.

Optimal corrosion control

treatment - Yes - Based on the file

and lab results printout, system did
not meet MDEQ’s requirement
that a system that opts to conduct a
treatment study test all its drinking
water taps for lead/copper, before
the end of the next 6-month
compliance period if the study
includes a lead/copper source
identification and removal

program. System submitted a
treatment study that was not

immediately available for review
during the EV. After the EV.
MDEQ advised GM’s proposed
monitoring plan features sampling
40 treatment units (20 distillers
and 20 taps with inline filters) for
two six month periods, then
requesting a reduction to 20
samples annually if action levels
are met.

MDEQ rejected the menitoring
plan, and suggested two options
for ongoing monitoring. The first
would involve sampling all raw
drinking water taps to identify
those with elevated lead tevels,
and focusing routine lead/copper
monitoring of treatment units on
taps with elevated Jead /copper.
Appropriate monitoring reductions
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would be considered. However,
MDEQ advised GM that it will not
consider reductions in numbers or
frequency until all treated drinking
water units have been sampled and
shown to be effective for lead
removal. This means 40 samples
would be collected every six
months. The

alternative is including all taps
known to have elevated lead in
each sample rotation.

The lab database printout provided
for the EV had results for 42
samples for the 2™ half 2000, and
1* half 2001 (sample location not
shown).

It appears from the PE notice that
many or all of the drinking water
fountains will be replaced with
point-of-use devices.

MDEQ advised RS that the system
will be required to maintain the
devices and keep maintenance
Any approval will be dependent
on insuring the devices function
properly and that it can be
documented.

MDEQ proposed a rule change in
their packet of LCRMR changes
that will allow compliance
sampling from POU devices (or
taps with POU) if approved by
MDEQ for lead/copper removal in
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lieu of central corrosion control
treatment.

Water quality parameter mon.-
These may be postponed during
the initial treatment study.

MI16322274

Engineering Tube
Specialties

NT/
60

“7-9/98 TCR
M/R- '

|-10-12/98 -
TCR M/R

4-6/99 TCR
MR

Yes- 11/4/98 informal NOV***
sets sampling due date before end
of the quarter, provides a PN for
system 1o post, BUT does not
require system to return a

‘signed/dated copy. It alsowarns ..

A fine may be issiied because of
the violations in accordance with -

| Act165,PA, 1993

:Yes -Yes mformal NOV/ ﬁne

warning notice*** (provides a PN

-for system to post, BUT does not -

require sysiem toreturna -
signed/dated .

copy. v.- ..

No-Forinal enforcement should
have been initiated against the

system within 30 days of the LHD '

learning that the system did not
take the 4-6/99 TCR sample; and

System sampled for nitrate on
2/23/99 and 6/29/99, but'a
SOX code had not been
entered into SDWIS for the
1998 M/R v101

. 4/21/99 mformal NOV/’PN -

“request in SDWIS for 1/96- -
12/98_ IOC M/Rs__ not in file.

174/21/99 infornral NOV/PN

‘request in SDWIS for 1/96-
12/98 VOC M/Rs not in file.

1/28/99 informal NO_V in
SDWIS for 1-12/98 Nitrate
M/R not found in file.

67




7-9/99 TCR
M/R

10-12/99
TCR M/R

1-12/98
Nitrate M/R

7-9/99 TCR
M/R

thus became a major monitoring
SNC by incurring 3 major M/R
violations within a 12 month
period. (Also, system became a
federal Exception on 3/1/00
because the system had not |
returned to compliance and the
LHD had not taken enforcement):
LHD issued informal NOV/fine
-warning notice **¥

No- Formal enforcement should
‘have been initiated against the
system. Informal NOV/ fine
warning issued®**

No- Formal enforcement should
have been initiated against the
system. I[nformal NOV/ fine
warning notice issued***

No*-1/28/99 informal NOV in
SDWIS not found in file.

3/13/00 Notice of Pre-Hearing
Conference, and signed 3/21
monitering agreement addendum
includes nitrate in addition to TCR
and LCR; also requires system 1o
post the PN provided, and send
back a copy of the signed/dated
posting. BUT no copy of

- signed/dated PN from system in
file.

Yes-2/399 informal NOV/fine
warning issued***

68



1/96-12/98

No* -4/21/99 informal NOV/PN

10C M/Rs request in SDWIS not in file.

9/10/99 sanitary survey letter

warns of CF if system fails to

sample for [OCs by 9/30/99.

However, system sampled on

6/29/99. SOX code was entered

into SDWIS.
1/98-12/98 No*- 4/21/99 informal NOV/PN
VOC M/Rs request in SDWIS not in file.

9/10/99 sanitary survey letter

warns of CF if system: fails to

sampie for VOCs by 9/30/99.

However, system sampled on

6/29/99. SOX code was entered

into SDWIS.

MI632150] Indianwood Golf & County | TN/ 4-6/98 TCR No-According to the 5/16/00 State Administrative
300 M/R noncommunity progranm’s mon. Order (SFL) not coded in

7-9/98 TCR viol. flow chart, formal SDWIS. (After the
M/R enforcement should have been £V MleQ advised that it will
[-3/99 TCR taken because at the start of the be submitted to SDWIS. but as
M/R EV review period, the system was | £9/4/01i1 still did not show
10-12/99 a TCR SNC/Exception system up on SDWIS pulls for the
TCR M/R {major M/R viols. for the last 3

gtr. of 1996, all 4 gtrs. of 1997,
and the 1* qtr/1998.

5/16/00 State Administrative
Order issued for the 2, and 3™
qtr/98 and 1* and 4the gtr. 99 TCR
TCR M/R vicls which threatens
fines. Separate informal NOVs
were issued for each viol.

System.
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MI6322449

Copper Hills Golf &
Country Club

TN/

7-9/98 TCR
M/R

Yes -informal NOVissued
10/27/98 (per SDWIS) that sets
sampling due date before end of
the quarter, provides a PN for
system to post, BUT does not
require system to return a
signed/dated copy. The NOV also
warns “A fine may be issued
because of the violations in
accordance with Act 165, PA,
1993,

Region 5 commends Oakland
CHD for requiring quarterly
VOC monitoring for
vulnerable TNs, ¢. g.. localed
in an UST area.
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SYSTEM NAME POP | VIOLATIONS STATE ACTION FOLLOWS FLO _DISCREPANCIES/RECOMMENDATI
ID ' CHART? . : ONS/COMMENTS
MI6322161 | Holly Recreation 25/ 7-9/98-TCR MCL No-Pos. 7/6/98, 4 repeat pos. 7/14/98. Unreported TCR MCL viol. for 12/98,

Area

NC

1-3/99-TCR MCL

| 4-6/99-TCR MCL_*

NOV and PN sent 7/17/98 and PN rec’d. -
and signed. No documentation in file that
chlorination was done. RTC ltr. 9/16/98.
5 routines collected in 10/98. 4 were
ND, and one inconclusive due to
interference. Should have collected a
replacement sample, but did not. -

5 pos. in Dec 98- MCL not repted.

No- 5 pos. in Jan 99; LHD sent NOV/PN
Jan 26, 1999; PN rec’d. and signed
2/3/99. LHD sent RTC letter 2/4/99. (It
appears LHD may be chlorinating, and -
collecting two negative check samples,
but there is no documentation in the file.
RTC letters sent despite history of pos.’

samples.) - .

On 3/2/99, 3 -pos.‘samples.. LHD sent

NOV/PN 3/5/99. Unreported MCL for

m_onth'of 3/99,

No-5routines collected on 4/29, ali pos.,
and 1 pos.5/3; LHD sent ltr 5/3/99 w0 -
collect 4 repeats; the LHD incorrectly
invalidated the 5 pos. on 4/29.” '

[Invalidation must follow 141.21{c)]. No
samples taken after the pos. on 5/3 until .
6/16. No NOV or signed PN from system
in file. More positives continue thru
June. More positives in July.

Unrepotted TCR MCL viols. for the
month of 10/99. System was on a
monthly mon. schedule and required to
collect 5 routine samples this month
because it had been cleared of an MCL
violation by the LHD the previous month.

A TCR MCL violation should also have
been reported for the menth of 3/99
because the system was on a monthly
mor. schedule and required to collect 5

been cleared of'an MCL violation by the
LHD the previcus month.

Unreported minor routine mon. viol. for
month of 10/98. -

LHD incorrect@ invalidated the 5 pos.
samples taken 4/29.°

routine samples this month because it had |~
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4-6/00-TCR MCL

LHD sent RTC ltr. 10/20/99.

10/28/99 3 pos samples, no MCL
violation reported.

No-1 pos. 4/18/00, 4 pos. 4/24/00. LHD
sent NOV/PN 4/26/00; PN rec’d. and.
signed 2/3/99. Another pos. on 5/2/00.
RTC letter on 5/17/00 based on 2 check
samples 5/15-3/16.

Public health may not have been
protected at this system by the LHD,
Supposedly the pump is out of service
during periods of positive samples by
removing the pump and alternate source
of water is provided, but there is no
evidence for this in the file. There is
something seriously wrong with the
construction of this well, and the file
shows no evidence that chlorination was
conducted or that a site visit was
conducted at all during this 2-year time
period, even though 7 of the 8 quarters
reviewed had MCL violations (reported
and unreported).

Following the Ev; MDEQ advised RS
that Oakland CHD assured them the
pump handle had been removed and PN

was posted during the MCL violations.
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MI6320012

LLssco Square
MI6320012

500/
NT

7-9/98-TCR M/R

1-3/99-TCR M/R

1-3/00-TCR M/R

No- Formal enforcement should have
been initiated because the system
become a TCR M/R SNC with this
violation.

Informal NOVissued 10/27/98 (per
SDWIS) that sets sampling due date
before end of the quarter, provides a PN
for system to post, BUT does not require
system to return a signed/dated copy.
The NOV also warns “A fine may be
issued because of the violations in
accordance with Act 165, PA, 1993,

No-Formal enforcement should have been
initiated because the system had not
returned to compliance by sampling for at
least 2 consecutive quarters after it
became a TCR M/R SNC with the 7-9/98
M/R violation.

5/3/99 informal NOV/fine warning notice
issued. **¥ '

Y es—4/1/00 informal NOV/fine warning
notice issued which wams of $200 fine
for failure to sample on more than one
occasion in a 12 month period, and $400
fines for subsequent viols, sets sampling
due date before end of the quarter,
provides a PN for system to post, and
requires system to return a signed/dated
copy. Oakland CHD did not begin to
actuaily assess fines until after it adopted
the State civil fine poiicy in late 2000.
{System had returned to compliance by
sampling for at least 2 consecutive
quarters after it became a TCR M/R SNC
with the 7-9/98 M/R violation.)

Reminder {tr. sent 11/4/98 for 10/1/98
quarter. This letter; and NOV lurs ***
threatens the $200 fine, but never
assesses the penalty.
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MI6321401

Odysséy Water
Supply

85/
NT.

1999.TCR M/R
1999-Nitrate M/R

Yes-NOV for TCR/nitrates* dated
1/12/00. 2/10/00-notice of pre-hearing
conference sént 2/10/00. System signed
monitoring agreement dated 3/15/00
[SFK in SDWIS]. 2 samples taken in
2000: 3/15 and 5/24, so system appears to
be following agreement.

No documentation in file to indicate when
system was changed from annual to
guarterly monitoring for bacti.

M16320220

Union Lake Medical
Building

70/
NC

1999-Nitrate M/R

4-6/99-TCR M/R

Yes* 1/12/00 informal NOV/fine warning
notice issued.*** No signed/dated copy
of PN in file.

Yes-7/22/99 informal NOV/fine warning
notice issued.*** No signed/dated copy
of PN in file.

No documentation in file to indicate when
system was changed from annual to
quarterly monitoring for bacti.

MI16322602

Planet Kids Daycare

1o

NT

10-12/99-TCR M/R

4-6/00-TCR M/R

Yes- 1/11/00 informal NOV/fine warning
notice issued ***

Yes- 7/10/00 informal NOV issued
which warns of $200 fine for failure to
sample on more than one occasion ina 12
month period, and $400 fines for
subsequent viols, sets sampling due date
before end of the quarter, provides a PN
for system to post, and requires system to
return a signed/dated copy. Oakland
CHD did not begin to actually assess
fines until after it adopted the State civil

fine policy in late 2000.
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MI6322119

Beck Village Plaza

200/
NC

7-9/98-TCR M/R

1-3/99-TCR M/R

4-6/99-TCR M/R

7-9/99-TCR M/R

10-12/99-TCR M/R

No- Formal enforcement should have
been initiated because the system had
been an unaddressed TCR SNC since
7/1/96.

1 1/4/98 informal NOV issued that sets
sampling due date before end of the
quarter, provides a PN for system to post,
BUT does not reguire systen: to return a
signed/dated copy. The NOValso warns
“A fine may be issued because of the
violations in accordance with Act 165,
PA, 1993,

No-See above re. need for formal
enforcement,

5/3/00 informal NOV/fine warning notice
issued. *** -

No- See above re. need for formal
enforcement.

7/22/99 informat NOV/fine warning
notice issued.*** '

No-See above re. need for formal
enforcement,

10/13/99 informal NOV/fine warning
notice issued, ***

Yes- Public hearing was held 2/11/00 to
discuss noncompliance, System/LHD
signed Monitoring agreement which staes
that further noncompliance will result in a
$200 fine for bacti and nitrate.

1/12/00 informal NOV/fine warning
"notice issued. *¥*

5/12/00 State Administrative Order
(SFL) not entered inta SDWIS.

10/13/99 NOV/PN request for 7-9/99
TCR M/R violation had not been reported
to SDWIS.

1/12/00 NOV/PN request for 10-12/99
TCR M/R vicl. had not been reported to
SDWIS.

5/12/00 LHD Administrative Order not in
SDWIS. :

All the NOVs included a blank PN. But
no evidence that any were signed and

" returned.

System should have been referred for
federal enforcement after it failed to
comply with the State Administrative
Qrder. However, after LHD started to
actually assess fines in jate 2000 it
adopted the State civil fine policy, the
system started to comply.
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4-6/00-TCR M/R

1999 Nitrate M/R

Yes-Public hearing scheduled for 3/7/00
to discuss noncompliance. Systemn failed
to appear.

5/12/00 State Administrative Order
issued for past TCR and nitrate M/R
violations. Required system to

sample for total coliform and nitrate by
6/15/00, and by 8/10 for the 7-9/00
quarter, and post PN for past violations.
Civil fines are threatened for failure to
comply with the AO.

After the EV, MDEQ advised that LHD
issued system a $200 fine on 12/15/2000.

7/10/00 informal NOV issued which
warns of $200 fine for failure to sample
on more than one occasion in a 12 month
period, and $400 fines for subsequent
viols, sets sampling due date before end
of the quarter, provides a PN for system
to post, and requires system to return a
signed/dated copy. Oakland CHD did not
begin to actually assess fines until after it
adopted the State civil fine policy in late
2060,

Yes-*Public hearing was heid 2/11/00 to
discuss noncompliance and system/LHD
signed. Monitoring agreement discussed
$200/$400 fines.

1/12/00 informal NOV/fine warning
notice issued. ***

Apparently, system sampled for nitrate
per 3/28/00 SOX date in SDWIS for this
viol.
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After EV MDEQ advised RS that system
returned to compliance with monitoring
requirements as of 3/31/01, and with
payment of fines and annual fees as of FY
01,

MI6322109

Grace Chapel of
Qakland County

140/
NC

1-3/99 TCR M/R

1-3/00 TCR M/R

Yes-5/3/99 informal NOV/fine warning
notice issued.***

Yes- 4/1//00 informal NOV issued which
warns of $200 fine for failure to sample-
on more than one occasion in a 12 month
period, and $400 fines for subsequent
viols, sets sampling due date before end
of the quarter, provides a PN for system
to post, and requires system: to return a
signed/dated copy. QOakland CHD did not
begin to actually assess fines antil after it
adopted the State civil fine policy in late
2300.

Ml6322377

Heather Lakes Plaza

25/
NC

4-6/99 TCR M/R

1 1998Nitrate M/R

Yes-7/22/99 informal NOV/fine warning
notice issued. *** PN not
signed/returned.

Yes* 2/3/99 informal NOV/fine warring
notice issued. ***

Unreported TCR MCL viol. for 7-9/98.
9/30/98-pos sample. 10/8/98 (pos) and
10/12/98(4-neg). Repeats should have
been taken within 24 hours of notification
of the pos. Repeat on 10/8/98 confirms
an MCL violation, but not repotted to
SDWIS.

Five routine samples not taken in
October/November -

Unreported monthly major routine M/R
viol. ’
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George Shamoun &

4-6/00-TCR MCL

1/96-12/98 Cyanide
M/R

No- Positive sample taken on 5/23/00; 2
repeats taken 5/25 and 2 repeats taken on
5/29. Repeats should be taken on same
day. No repeat taken at wellhead. NOV
and PN sent to system 5/30/00. LHD sent
a *Partial Return to Compliance Letter”
dated 6/21/00 (Bathroom sink safe;
kitchen sink positive) SOX code is
6/21/00. No such thing as “Partial Return
to Compliance”. It’s all or none.
Positive samples continued thru June; no
evidence that 2 consecutive satisfactory
coliform samples were obtained.

Yes-5/6/99 informal NOV/fine warning
notice issned. ***

System sampled on 6/8/99. 6/8/99 SOX
date in SDWIS.

| M16322310 25/ | 7-9/98-TCR M/R Yes - 11/4/98 informal NOV sets Reminder letter sent 11/23/98 for nitrate
Sons NC sampling due date before end of the sample. Letter did discuss the Civil Fine
quarter, provides a PN for system to post, | of $200.
BUT does not require system to return a 12/28/98 Notice of Pre-hearing
signed/dated copy. The NOV also warns | Conference for nitrate.
“A fine may be issued because of the After the EV, MDEQ provided
violations in accordance with Act 165, documentation that pre-hearing
PA, 1993. conference notice and NOV were signed
by system on 12/22/98, and conference
was set for 1/6/99. MDEQ also advised
that it appears the LHD collected bacti
and nitrate samples on 12/22/98, charged
the system, and did not issue violations. -
MI6321476 | Highland Hills 100/ | 1999-Nitrate M/R File noted a nitrate sample analyzed on 1999 Nitrate M/R viol. should not have
Christian School NT 3/9/99; thus no nitrate vielation for 1999. | been reported to SDWIS.
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¥+ LV review team
only reviewed the
LHD and DWRPD
documentation
retated to lead action
level exceedances, and
did not revicw follow-
up follow-up for any
other violations which
the system had during
the EV review period.
violations for other
contaminanis during
the EV review.

*FDWRPD Noncommunity Unit
staff advised that the 2/93
“MDPH(now MBDEQ/DWRPD)
Monitoring Violations -
Noncommunity Flow Chart
Showing “Timely and

. Appropriate” Actions” should

show formal enforcement is
initiated after system becomes a
chem/rad monitoring SNC by
failing to moniter for a
chem/rad contaminant for 2
consecutive compliance periods
instead of after a single
chem/rad monitoring violation.
The flow chart should show
issuance of an inforinal for the
first chem/rad M/R violation.
The audit team has assumed the
counter part CWS flow chart is
also incorrect in this regard.
MDEQ/LHDs should also be
using the State Civil Fine policy
that would result in a fine after
a single viglation for annuat and
less frequent monitoring for
CWSs, and after a single

violation for 6-month (LCR
initial tap monitoring) and less

frequent monitoring for
NCWSs,

*** warns system that “Future
monitoring violations will result
in a civil fine of $200..,” and
attaches an example fine; sets
sampling due date before end of
the guarter, provides a PN for
system to post, BUT does not
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require system fo return a
signed/dated copy. Oakland
CHD did not begin to actually
assessing fines until after it
adopted the State civil fine
policy in late 2000,
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Appendix C

Unreported Violations







Records for 16 NCWSs overseen by Genesee CHD were reviewed during the EV.

MCL violations:
There were no unreported MCL violations.

M/R violations:
TCR major (or minor) routine at Grand Blanc Court Club (MI2520179) system failed to take 5

routine samples the month following the 3/00 TCR MCL. System took no routine samples in
4/00 and 5/00, and 1 in 6/00.

1-3/00 TCR major routine at Dog House Lounge (M12520539).
7-9/98 TCR major routine at Smoke Rise Business Office (MI2521136).

1-12/99 TCR major routine at Beta Theta Phi (MI12521364). LHD followed its enforcement
procedures. 1/24/00 CF issued

7-12/98 L.CR initial tap sampling at Doodle Bugs Daycare (MI2521493). A R/FW notice waé
issued on 10/22/98, but no enforcement follow-up.

1-6/00 LCR initial tap sampling at Doodle Bugs Daycare. No R/FW notice was issued and no
enforcement follow-up.

10/98 TCR minor routine at Doodle Bugs Daycare. (Systém did not collect a replacement for
1 of the 5 10/28/98 routine samples with an inconclusive result.) -

7-9/98 TCR major routine at Dutchman’s Deli (MI2521111). A R/FW notice was issued on
9/9/98, but no enforcement follow-up.

1-3/99 TCR major routine at Dutchman’s Deli. LHD followed its enforcement procedures. LHD
issued R/FW notices on 3/4/99 and 3/29/99 and an NOV letter on 4/22/99 that warned of a $200
civil fine if there was another violation.

10-12/99 TCR major routine at Otisville Assembly of God (MI2520744).

Sunmmary:

MCL

There were no unreported MCL violations.

M/R :

5 TCR quarterly major routine M/R - LHD followed its enforcement procedures for 1.
1 TCR monthly (either major or minor) routine M/R

1 TCR monthly minor routine M/R

1 TCR annual major routine M/R - LHD followed its enforcement procedures



UNREPORTED VIOLATIONS

The audit team noted the following violations that were not reported to SDWIS. There may be
additional unreported violations during the review period that were not noted by the audit team.
Any documentation that the State/LLHD was aware of the violation or enforcement follow-up was
taken is noted.

Community Water Systems
EHS
Records for 18 MHPs overseen by EHS were reviewed during the EV.

MCL violations:
There were no unreported MCL violations.

M/R violations:
There were no unreported M/R violations.

Summary:
MCL-0
M/R-0

BHCF

Records for 3 nursing homes overseen by BHCF were reviewed during the EV.

MCL violations:
There were no unreported MCL violations.

M/R violations:

9/98 TCR minor repeat at Glenwood: Christian Nursing Home (MI10062658)
10/98 TCR minor routine at Glenwood Christian Nursing Home

9/99 TCR minor routine at Glenwood Christian Nursing Home

Summary:
MCL -0 .
M/R - 2 TCR minor routine M/R
1 TCR minor repeat M/R
Unreported violations were noted at 1 of the 3 systems included in the EV.

Noncommunity Water Systems Overseen by Contract LHDs

Genesee CHD



2 LCR inittal tap M/R
Unreported violations were noted at 7 of the 16 systems included in the EV.

Jackson CHD
Records for 16 NCWSs overseen by Jackson CHD were reviewed during the EV.
MCL violations:

6/00 TCR monthly MCL violation at Waterloo Recreation Area (MI3820697). System was
required to collect 5 routine samples during June because it had an MCL violation which was got
resolved in 5/00. There is no NOV letter for the 6/00 MCL in the file, but there is
documentation that the well was chlorinated, 2 consecutive negative check samples were
obtained, and a LHD letter returning the system to compliance.

M/R violations:

8/98 TCR major routine at Wildwood Acres Campground. (MI3820084). System' did not take
any of the 5 required routine samples.

10/98 TCR major routine at Jackson Brewing Company (MI3820717). System did not take any
of the 5 required routine samples the next month after 9/21 TC+ sample, and 4 neg. 9/23 repeat
samples. System did not sample at all during 4™ cal. qtr./98 (see above).

4-6/98 TCR major routine at Jackson Brewing Company. { “NA?” entered on T2 history report
for this quarter.) (Prior to EV review period.)

4-6/99 TCR major routine at Jackson Brewing Company.

7-9/99 TCR major routine at Jackson Brewing Company.

Either a 1999 TCR annual major routine, or 4 quarterly violations at Kingdom Hall
(MI3820395). No indication in file as to quarterly or annual bacti monitoring. The LHD
comment referring to 1999 was, “I don’t understand why no samples—it is a functioning church

and has been for years.”

Possible unreported 4-6/98 TCR major routine at Kingdom Hall. (Prior to EV review period.)
“NA” entered on sample log for this quarter.

Possible unreported 7-9/98 TCR major routine at Kingdom Hall. “NA” entered on sample log
for this quarter.

7-9/98 TCR minor repeat at Deer Run Golf Club (Mi3820132).



1-3/98 TCR major routine at Loomis Park Baptist (MI3820748) (Prior to EV review period.)
4-6/98 TCR major routine at Twin Knolls Golf (MI3820299). (Prior to EV review period.)

Summary:

MCL _

1 monthly MCL violation when system was on increased routine monitoring (5 samples)
following an MCL - LHD followed up documented.

M/R

Either 6 (and 1 possible)} TCR quarterly major routine or 2 (and 1 possible) of these violations,
and 1 annual major routine. [Also 3 (and 1 possible) 4-6/98 and 1 1-3/98 TCR TCR major
routine. (Prior to the EV review period. )]

2 TCR monthly major routine M/R

1 quarterly minor repeat M/R

Unreported violations were noted at 5 of the 16 systems during the EV review period.
Oakland CHD

Records for 16 NCWSs overseen by Oakland CHD were reviewed during the EV.
MCL violations:

7-9/98 at Heather Lake Plaza (M16322377).

12/98 at Holly Recreation Area (MI16322161). System was on a monthly monitoring schedule
and required to collect 5 routine samples this month because it had recently been cleared of an
MCL violation by the LHD.

3/99 at Holly Recreation Area. System was on a monthly monitoring schedule and required to
collect 5 routine samples this month because it had been cleared of an MCL violation by the
LHD the previous month. LHD issued an NOV/PN request for the violation. The LHD reported
the MCL that occurred in 1/99 to SDWIS for the 1-3/99 quarter, and issued a 1/26 NOV/PN
request, and 2/4/99 RTC letter for this MCL violation. The LHD should have also entered an
MCL violation for 3/99 into SDWIS.

10/99 at Holly Recreation Area. System was on a monthly monitoring schedule and required to
collect 5 routine samples this month because it had been cleared of an MCL violation by the

LHD the previous month.

M/R vioclations:



10/98 TCR minor routine at Holly Recreation Area.
1998 annual nitrate at Union Lake Medical Building (MI6320220). LHD issued 1/12/00 NOV.

10/98 (or 11/98) TCR monthly major routine at Heather Lake Plaza. Five routine samples not
taken in October/November.

1996-1998 cyanide at Highland Hills Christian School (M16321476). LHD issued 5/6/99 NOV.

Summary;

MCL

1 TCR violation when system was on quarterly monitoring

3 TCR violations when system was on increased routine monitoring (5 samples) following an
MCL - LHD issued an NOV for 1 of these violations

M/R

1 TCR monthly major routine

1 TCR monthly minor routine

1 Nitrate annual M/R for 1998 - LHD issued an NOV.
1 triennial cyanide M/R - LHD issued an NOV.

Unreported violations were noted at 3 of the 19 systems included in the EV.
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